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1 Introduction 


Alan Montefiore 


This volume of essays contains half of the first fruits of a study, 
whose originating points and further horizons I must try in this 
introduction to explain. The other half is contained in a com- 
panion volume, written by French-speaking philosophers and pub- 
lished in French by Les Presses Universitaires de hlontreal. Each 
volume contains details of the contents of the other (see pp- vi— x) 
as well as a closely parallel version of the same introduction. 

There are several distinct themes of interest to be found in or, 
hopefully, beyond these present studies; but the two principal 
ones are that which appears in the title of these two volumes, 
and that more general interest which may be found in any 
attempt by philosophers of the ‘analytic’ and ‘continental’ tradi- 
tions to explore the possibilities of ^vorking towards each other 
through the discussion of a specific topic in some sense common 
to them both. It cannot be pretended, however, that the whole 
project, as it now stands, actually derives from one masterly 
unifying conception already present at its birth and guiding its 
development throughout. It has, in fact, behaved in a far less 
well-ordered way; indeed, the two main themes ^vc^e not even 
linked at the outset. Not only did the study start as sometiung 
small and relatively straightforward before beginning to grow; 
it did not even start all in one piece. So although I must apologize 
for the semi-narrative style of much of ^vhat foIlo^vs, to explain the 
background to how the papers actually came to be %vrittcn docs 
seem the clearest and most honest way of introducing tliese two 
collections. 

There is one other point of preliminary explanation or warning 
that should be made right away. The need to understand and 
to bridge the notorious gap bct^vccn anaij'tic and continental 
^va>’s of doing philosophy has been felt for a long lime. This idea 

1 
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for a philosophical study of personal relations had to start off 
with, however, no consciously international dimension ; it was in 
fact conedved in the purely internal context of analytic philo- 
sophy conducted, as it most typically is, in English. Tliis meant 
that when, subsequently, French-speaking philosophers ^vcrc in- 
\ated to partidpatc in an expanded version of the original ven- 
ture, they were bdng asked to work on a theme which had 
already been chosen without reference to \vhatcvcr thdr interests 
might be and which, furthermore, had been articulated in terms 
of analytic presuppositions about the nature of philosophical en- 
quiry. This explicitly analytic presentation of the theme in turn 
meant not only that there were bound to be differences between 


the ways in which it is for the most part treated in the French 
and the English volumes — which ^vas not only to be expected, 
but positively to be looked for; but also that tlic French philoso- 
phers may run a greater risk of finding the intended point of tlicir 
contributions misconstrued than do the English philosophers. To 
this must be added the risk that tliis introduction by someone 
who learnt his philosophy at Oxford may, with the best \vill in 
the world, itself involve some degree of distortion of the nature 
of the non-analytic contribution. In particular, while I am well 
p^ced to tell the ^ory of how and why certain analytic philoso- 
phers came to invite some of their French colleagues to join ^vith 
^era m ^mting on the theme of peisonal relations, I am evidently 
m no posiUon^ to explain just what this invitation looked like and 
w y ey ^ ecided to accept it from the French point of view. If, 
any hope of avoiding it, one must explicitly 
“’O'otahly analytically orientated intro- 
nhscure the joint nature and balance of 
to “='5' increased by the fact that 

mean? dev V analytic’ origins in proper narrative order 
essentiallv ***' introduction to 

X&m *cen. indeed, 

to exDlrun ^ theory be a standpoint from which 

which all distort™^! ni auch an enterprise, from 

able Be this as”!™ ™ another may be finally elimin- 

as possiblTtha “wh''; ^“Phaa-ed as^ strongly 

havern lh*^?'™ of these volumes may 

greater intoestl^’ '=*= °n substantially 

greater interest m the hght of the other. Indeed, they can take 
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on their full sense in relation to the project as a whole only when 
so considered. 

Where, then, can this project be said to have begun? In prac- 
tical terms its immediate starting point lay in a smallish graduate 
seminar held in Oxford during the spring term of 1969, under 
the title of ‘Philosophy and Personal Relations’. But of course 
there was, even then, already a certain background to this choice 
of subject. 

The general background ^vas something like this : most analytic 
philosophers are more or less familiar with the eomplaint, coming 
sometimes from their students, often from members of the cultural 
public to which analytic philosophy ‘belongs’, that in their hands 
philosophy has lost all contact, has indeed given up any claim 
to such contact, with the ‘real problems of life’. There is, to be 
sure, a great deal of disagreement, uncertainty and confusion 
as to the nature and direction of the ‘real’, over whether it is to 
be found in the ordinary and everyday, in the religious or the 
metaphysical, or in radical politics or in-depth psychology. No 
matter, moreover, that the accusation of indifference and irrele- 
vance to ‘real’ life has been cast from one direction or another 
against philosophers and philosophy of all types and ages. 
Analytic philosophers have seemed to many contemporaries to be 
quite peculiarly out of touch, with their apparently obstinate 
insistence on limiting themselves to the study of how people do 
or might speak, without any direct concern for the issues which 
they actually want to speak about. The comparisons that may 
be drawn, either implicitly or explicitly, are varied, sometimes 
mutually overlapping, sometimes mutually incompatible; with 
classical metaphysics, rvith openly normative moral or political 
philosophy, rvith Marxism, with Freudianism (which may be 
thought of as a family of generalized derivatives of psychoanalysis, 
but which are perhaps already contained in ambiguous seed rvith- 
in classical psychoanalytic theory itself), with structuralism, ivith 
existentialism, even with that highly academic (and on the conti- 
nent now begiiming to be a little old-fashioned) backbone of much 
so-called existentialist -writing, phenomenology. Philosophers of 
all these persuasions, it seems to have appeared to many exasper- 
ated members of the English-speaking cultural public, at least 
try to talk about something; analytic philosophers arc peculiar 
in that they only try to talk about talking. And insult is added to 
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injury when they react to this complaint by proposing to discuss 
the word ‘real’. 

Now, one may have a number of reservations about taking 
analytic philosophy, or indeed any other kind of philosophy, so 
seriously as to sJlow it to dominate every aspect of one’s life (if, 
indeed, one is in any way entitled to demand of philosophy this 
sort of relevance) ; but, ^vhatcvcr other justifying grounds it may 
have, this particular complaint would seem to be peculiarly mis- 
taken, if ‘reality’ is conceived as having somehow to do with the 
problems of non-philosophic life. 

If the complaint is mistaken, it has to be admitted, however, 
that it has received considerable support from the tacit practice, 


and sometimes the explicit assertion, of many of the most influen- 
tial practitioners of analytic philosophy up to the present day. 
Indeed, with certain outstanding exceptions, most of them have 
been largely absorbed in problems, the solutions to ^vhich they 
conceived of as having no bearing at all on issues of ‘real’ non- 
philosophical life -the life to which Hume returned each time 
that he came out of his study. Perhaps this may be because the 
more general and fundamental the theoretical issues, then (what- 
ever the idiom in which they may be identified and explored) 
the remoter must be their relevance to the particular problems 
of particular individuals in the particularities of their own lives, 
t may also be traced to a certain professional reluctance to give 
the appearance of any allegedly professional involvement in non- 
thwretical affairs; and this in turn may be traced partly to a 
cert^n professional understanding (or misunderstanding) of tlie 
relations between theory and practice and partly, perhaps, to the 
wpr certain forms of educational institutions. But what- 

fnr frequent choices of topics or 

«?tnoft analytic philosophers may have under- 

nothm?^n\?^ have been doing up to now, there seems to be 
the view analytic philosophy as such to justify 

incaDable of v> ■ philosophy is in principle peculiarly 

In 'real* life, 

by an increa^ Is already being made in one way or another 

sceptical of their predecp^’ ^^'^^^l^eless commg to be 

‘academic’ discipLe Ma as a strictly 

pane Many of their arguments amount to the 
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simple point Uiat to talk about the w.y in which to about 
h willy nilly and even if indircedy, itself to talk about X. Th 
trie and even if a trifle obvious on second reflection, still worth 

.ctuallydmn.(orfeeUn,^^^^^ 

drenlfoirsc^ L'Lplicd in believing one 

about it rather than another. There are of 

of belief in the light of which dus would “em ° need flualdy^^ 

M the same, it is at least very “"f ^""^““nt of 
should look for in the behaviour of even most com 

men who were divided on sueh quKtions actually prov- 

eliminabUity of particular tenns, the po^ibdity o “etually pr 
Cthat the worid did not begin only five 

of^ translating all statements referring ‘o o"^® ^ .{er. 

materSl objfets of the world into other (sets of) ^tateme^ refo^ 
ring to nothing but what some pb^o^P of analytic 

data’ - all topics which have provoked a gr , . . fj^j. 

^^ting. And^even at a more finety controv^ 1^ 

from evident that anyone strugghng to theoretical prob- 

mvn life must, in so doing, grapple i«th tme P 

lems as those of whether one - 

one’s oivn pains, of the the 

that P IS necessary as itself a necessi^ P 
precise logical status of causal analytic phUosophy 

All in aU, the temptation “^’f^^f^^o^XsopWe world 
must for all practical purposes leave k is strong Never- 

precisely as it finds it, is no more foolish than it is strong. 

theless, it seems to be mistaken. mistake, however. 

To argue the case for regardmg it exemplifica- 

clearly calls for a great deal of detailed ®"P^ ^ ^ this 

tion. In some wa^ the most likely areas m ^ to 
may seem to be those of moral and P?bt'“l P /^giytically 

of them have again become the philosophy 

trained philosophers (and maybe one , j show how 

of rehgion to the list). Here, surely, one hop^y;,mmly ah- 

positions taken up ^vith r^ect to e Hetermine those that 

stract issues in philosophical logic roig „litical and social 

one should or could take up m moral, poii 



6 Alan Montcfiorc 

philosophy (and pliilosophy of religion). One would further need 
to show, of course, that it might, in so jar as one was constsicnl, 
actually make some dillercncc to one’s practical moral or pohtica 
stance that one should hold one view in moral or political 
philosophy rather than another; but this too, it may be thought, 
should not be too difficult to do, given that the once largely taken 
for granted autonomy of value judgments from statements of 
fact and the propositions of conceptual analysis has once again 
become a matter for wide and academically respectable contro- 
versy. 

In fact I do myself believe that some version of this line of 
argument can be successfully pursued in the end; but also that 
it may turn out to be more difficult, and perhaps less easily con- 
vinemg, than one might first suppose. My main reasons for caution 
are concerned with certain reservations in regard to the precise 
applicability of the restrictive condition ‘in so far as one was 
con^tent’; as well as wth a range of problems concerning the 
interpretation of the concepts of ‘the moral' and ‘the political'. 
There is, for example, one fairly common level of understanding 
at which people are inclined to say that politics is simply a device 
for thp institutionalized avoidance of truly human, living con- 
cerns, and that ‘morality’, if it does not refer simply to the pre- 
judices and conventions of a blinded, self-blinded, partially 
dehumanized society, is a word to which they can no longer easily 
attach any meaning. I should not myself go along more than a 
very limited distance with either branch of such an argument. But 
that is not at all to say that it is always unimportant or merely 
silly. Nor that any serious attempt to uncover its incoherences 
or its limitations could be carried through without coming at some 
point to grips wth problems of peisonal or interpersonal relations. 

Personal relations; one’s relations with oneself and, paradig- 
matically perhaps, one’s relations wth other individuals; the 
dimensions of experience that many distant and some not so dis- 
tant critics (and, if it comes to that, defenders) of analytic 
philosophy feel to be left out of account by its methods and ob- 
jectives, but which, so they seem to thinh, have been the more 
or less direct concern of at any rate a great deal of recent ‘conti- 
nental’ philosophy. Nietzsche, Kierkegaard, Mounier, Sartre, 
Camus, Simone dc Beauvoir, Marcel, Buber, Heidegger and 
Jaspers are among the most frequently cited names Above all. 
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perhaps, the kinds of relations and experience tliat to many con- 
temporaries, forsaken by religion and increasingly sceptical of 
politics, constitute what, if anything at all, is *rcal about so-called 
‘real life’. If anything is ^vorth thinking about tliis is; if philoso- 
phers qua philosophers cannot tliink about it, then so much the 
worse for philosophers qua philosophers; if it cannot be thought 
about at all without its distorting transformation into an object 
of manipulation, then so much the worse for thinking. 

Here, then, was one powerful reason for ^vanting to Avork on 
the subject of personal relations : to examine at what might seem 
to be ie point of sharpest contrast the widely held view that 
there were radical discontinuidcs between philosophical (at any 
rate analytic philosophical) and non-philosophical ^vays of thought 
and practice. Another, it goes without salting, was the interest 
of the subject in its own right; was there a proper or even neces- 
sary use for general philosophical considerations in certain situa- 
tions of purely personal problem or discussion? There was, 
however, virtually no tradition of analytic philosophical discussion 
of personal relatiotrs as such to give any specific theoretical back- 
ground or context to further study of the topic. In this sense my 
approach to it was characteristically non-continental. Here was a 
problem, together with the further problems of whether the first 
could be seen as a problem in philosophy; if so, how; if not, why 
not? But it ^vas a problem without any obvious immediate history 
m the philosophical tradition within which I hoped to examine it. 

his last assertion stands, no doubt, in need of certain qualifica- 
'on. Some analytical philosophers have after all ^v^itten, and 
written interestir^ly, on certain aspects of personal relations. Here 
rclM much of G. E. Moore, who declared personal 

but T among the objects of the highest intrinsic value, 
cal a ^ treated them as obj€s:ts for sustained philosophi- 
diffcr^^ ^ philosophers such as Peter Strawson on the 
Herbprt^^' objective and personal-reactive attitudes; 

tinceritv ^^d Patrick Gardiner (among others) on 

cn resTv.^f R. S. Downie and Elizabeth Telfer 

'^cre arp Thomas Nagel on sex; and so on. . . . 

ledpe found all right. But tve may acknow- 

^ uncertain as to how exactly they 
cl a rccion more than descriptive analyses 

^ o ought and experience in which all that happens 
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or exists does so in logical independence of all such analyses; per- 
haps they oHer ways o! classifying and talking alratit phenomena 
that cannot in themselves be aHecled by die tvays in winch one 
may ehoose to classify or talk about them? If so, anyone actually 
involved in personal relations would be temporarily stepping out 
of his involvement for whatever time he devoted to die pliilost^ 
phical discussion of how best to understand his involvements; and 
philosophy would still not have any very close or genuine inter- 
action with the ‘real’, for all that it might in some way ‘be about 
it’. 

I do not myself think tliat this is necessarily or always the situa- 
tion; and indeed it may never be so entirely. (Here, of course, the 
analytic philosopher can situate himself within a recognizable 
tradition of debate as to how to understand die relationship be- 
tween a given area of philosophical discourse and the actual sub- 
ject-matter of that discourse itself.) But if we arc to examine the 
matter more precisely, it scents necessary- to pin down sometvhat 
more closely exactly what we may be trying to talk about in 
speaking of personal relations. At any rate, tlic working 
hypothesis from which I started was roughly as follows : (a) that 
we may take it as a necessary defining condition of personal 
relations that the beings between whom they do or could hold 
should be capable in principle of forming for themselves some 
conception of the existence and nature of whatever relationship 
is in question; and (h) that if not all, tlien in certain cases at least 
the actual nature of the relationship would be a partial function 
of the conceptions or misconception (or failure to form any con- 
ceptions) that one or more of those involved had or might have 
of it. From this it would seem to follow that in so far as philoso- 
phical considerations might be brought to bear to sustain or to 
modify the understanding that anyone had of the key concepts 
that might enter into his understanding of such relationships, 
such considerations must Jiavc a direct potential bearing on the 
nature of the relationships themselves. (If the nature of the re- 
lationship between us is in part at least a function of the way in 
which I view it, then arguments which might oblige me to change 
my view, could ipso facto lead to the bringing about of a change 
in the nature of the relationship itself.) Finally, I should want to 
argue that there are in fact cases in which philosophical considera- 
tions may be seen to have this peculiar relevance and force- 
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cases in which a phUosopher may in effect relevantly say to him- 
self or to another, ‘Look, you really have, m all lucid co^istency, 
to look at, and hence to Uve it, in this way rather than in that 
This, of course, is only the rough outline of a th^is and _ 
attempt will be made here to work it up into even a first veraon 
of a fully articulated whole. But there are certam remarks which 

it may already be useful to record : 

(1) I am uncertain still as to how my opemng parhal definitio 
should be construed to stand with respect to such fPparendy 
marginal cases as relationships with onesdf and with babim, 
idiots and even animals. On the face of it, it wou P 

able for them to be in one way or anofter brmga e m o 
view. The ‘proper’ meaning (or meanings) of se -respec > 
loss, can hardly be argued out without any re erence o 
might be to have respect for others; and vice ''^tsa. ^ , 

true for self-deception. One way of stretchmg t re 
tion to enable it to cover these cases might be o 
to regard himself as more than one being for the sa e 
of analysis. It is clear that there exUts some 
ceptual (not to speak of psychological) mpetus m ’ 

for example in some of the ways in which suc^ ? n would 
respect and self-deception are built up. As agains . , ’ 
seem unwise to risk begging in advance any expr^i 9 
relating to the unity and identity of the ^f, e^ecia ^ 
be one of the very cases in which philosophic ™ j ^ 

may impinge on ways in which people may actua V 
in the relevant sense, experience themselves and 
haps it ivill turn out to be better to buUd some extra clause mto 
this condition to allow one to talk of ‘persond re a lo . 
self without thereby committing oneself to claiming 

any sort of double existence. n « ♦hprp would 

(2) As for animals, babies and the more or l<s hkc t 
seem, prima facie, to be at least two possible dirM intcrpre- 
to move. One might insist on the ifcputed unce ^ 
tation (and perhaps even ineliminabic resi ua 
expression ‘capable in principle of forming fo -nneepdon’? 
conception’. What is it exactly ‘to foim for ^ Would it, for 
What is the principle of ‘capable in pnnap e • . j^^.^iop. 

example, let in babies on the grounds that, capacities, 

taent, they will one day be able to exercise fu 
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while excluding animals on the ground (if finally established) 
they belong to species incapable of developing language? What, 
then, about low-grade human monsters? And so on. . . . In one 
way, I should take it to be a positive advantage of any definition 
that it should allow of, even perhaps encourage, disputable cases 
at the margins. For of course there will be more or less cases of 
personal relations, relations which approximate to the fully per- 
sonal in some respects ^vhile falling far short in others. And of 
course there will be deeply felt disagreements arising out of and 
feeding back into different ways of ordering tlie relevant con- 
cepts, as to whether certain relationships, such as those of some 
people with some animals, are to be classified as genuinely per- 
sonal or not. And if so, moreover, why? Some people, for in- 
stance, might concede to the dog-lover not so much a personal 
relationship with his dog as, maybe, a special kind of personal 
relationship with himself mediated back via his dog. Surely, any 
preliminary formulation at least should leave such issues open 
for further exploration. 

The other possible direction of movement might, however, be 
^simpler; namely, to relax the formulation of the first partial 
' ^ condition so as to read not that it is a necessary condi- 

■ of relationships being personal that ‘the beings between 
whom they do (or could) hold should be capable in principle 
etc . , but that ‘at least one of the beings between >vhom they 
do (or could) hold should be capable in principle etc. . . On 
balance, however, my initial inclination would be not to avoid 
the complexities, but on the contrary to seek to bring them out; 
and so to move in the first direction 

(3) There is also a problem about the proper status to be 
accorded to the conaderation that ‘in certain cases at l^st, the 
actual nature of the relationship in question would be a partial 
function of the conceptions or misconceptions that one or more 
of those involved in the relationship had or might have of it*. 
(One should remember in pasring that criteria of what m^ht be 
counted, and by whom, as misconceptions of a relationship may 
Widely.) Is it, that is to say, a hypothesis to be further 
refined and tested or, on the contrary, another element of partial 
definition? And if it is partly definitory, definitory of what 
exactly? Of a sub-class of personal relations? Or might it turn 
out conveniently to contribute to the definition of personal rela- 
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tionships in general? In whieh ease might 
implied by my fii^t partially defining formula - or 
might be theUt suitable 

Sion of it? These arc quesuons to ^ L enough that 

hensive answers. For the moment ^ which this 

there should exist at least certain imp . -r \ J^nd B are 

consideration would clearly apply- ^ ^ believes 

both adults and in a relations^p m 

himself to be responsible for ^ A to 

ship must be changed by any ^ 

revise his conception of responsi ty -uv for any adult 

further example, he no longer tfenks it possible for any 

being to be responsible for any o possible tlie distinc- 

(4) One should th^t the consideration 

tion between the purely ne and what may be 

of any line of argument might h of course, a man’s 

called its rational impact. In cau P , ’ay have all sorts of 
consideration of any given hne o a^ j pending on the circum- 
more or less weird effects upon him, dqiendmj 
stances in which he may consider uncommon 

him and so on; ^yhat strange effects the 

of such effects. No one can say P nt may have on a 

subjection to P‘'‘1°“P^‘''‘‘' ‘^ues^of iiSncdiate concern. They 
man. But these are not the r in the context of 

may be brought into focus by , problems of his 

a man facing for/omdiow r«Jo^foO^ ^ 

own personal relaUonships. now I have 

in some way responsible for y°" ° jUty. . • ■’ Nomriously. 

doubts about the very concep jo influence hir^lf in 

a man cannot normally se reflective reasoning. No 

causally manipulative ways y doubt too that this 

doubt that he may in fact do i , ^^niple, seek to calm 
may be among his aims, t „ A’ jjut in as much as his think- 
himself by forcing lumself to ren immedi- 

ing is subject to rational cri » Qj^front a man in the course 
at! issues, then, are those him, in so far as he 

of his own rational ' i- -.jqjis of his o^vn line of argu- 

can sec nnd accept TP '^^elf and his relaUonships from 

ment, to think differently f,eforc; and so, if my hypothesis 

die s«ys in which he thought bclore. 
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is correct, contribute cither to modifying or to consolidating the 
nature of the relationsliips themselves. 

It was this thesis, rough and uncertain as it was, tltat I tried 
to present to the 1969 Oxford Graduate Seminar; uncertain at 
any rate in its details, though at some rather high level of generality 
the only really remarkable seeming thing about it tvas that anyone 
should consider it remarkable. What was clearly needed, ho\v- 
ever, both in order to provide material for the further study neces- 
sary to refine the rough patches and in order to c.\hibit the exact 
relevance of the general thesis to particular cases, ^vas some ex- 
tended work on a number of detailed examples. Clearly, too, it 
would be a much better test of its viability if other people, whose 
so\c commitment to the thesis was that it ^vas ^\orth further test- 
ing examination, would undertake the study of their own chosen 
examples in their own chosen way. 

It was in this context, then, that some of the participants in 
this seminar agreed to work systematically, each on their o^vn 
chosen themes, themes which (a) they could envisage as relating 
to probleim imsing wthin a context of ‘real’ personal relations; 
and ^vh^ch (6) rai^d issues which were of interest to them as 
pMosophers. In this way they hoped to show either how the con- 
i ‘■“' problem led on into areas of thought which 

.t would be unnatural not to regard as philosophical, and how in 

S wTw pltiloaophical issues 

OToWems of ‘be terms of the original 

mistaken ’and hypothesis was ill formulated or 

SioS ““'"S ;o philosophical conclusions on their 
m h“d d^dr u™ “tually saw 

points had lain^in the feeltoe that starting 

speaking 'cultural j there was among the English- 

the different implications of thf3t‘h'“d “ffPPtebension as to 
tinental’ philosonhv Tlnf t ♦ analytic’ and ‘con- 

different patterns of philosophic thought really 
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did connect with problems of 

really were substantial, and not merely ^ f' „tincntal 

tweel ‘analytic’ and ‘continental’ 

philosophers ^ve^e to -work on tlic sam g choice of 

Lpect to find substantial differences The 

particular topics, surely in the ""ack of 

very nature of these differences (or, wo^rof cou:.e, 

them) should be deeply instn^tive. on , , difficulties, 

be at all eery to interpret There would^ffiread^^ted^ 

indeed, in the way of setding on cn different styles and 

and when two philosophers, opera ® .,j j be deemed 

on the basis of different presupposmons. m.ght 

to be dealing with the same pro Micht it not be possible 

the thing was worth trying, if one eould^ Sr femes in Paris 
to find people interested in workmg on sunfe th 
and. maybe in a bilingual and bi- or tncuuu g 
treal? ‘ 


■■ Of course, these ideas "°*^"P™^eT/fe°OKfOT^^ 
den, wild interest in pursuing ^ once; it was rather a 

in as many different places as p . existing interests. As 

matter of running together tw „emed to be something 

noted at the beginning, there h J apparent inability 

of an intellectual and culturd s«"d^ “ to recogniae each 

of ‘analytic’ and ‘continental Ph*'® -ng things to say or as 

other as having controvLy or debate. More 

taking part in genuine intdlecmal c— ^ 

specifically, it has seeme should have proved in general 

groups of philosophers that '^^^j,y;„cing account of the Knse 
equally incapable of givmg Y doubt, there have been 

of what was going on m the • somehow 

quite a number of attemp remained at a rather hig 

together. Most of side has tolked about its own 

level of generality at which each 

interests and n'<=*°'!”"XvXn » to speak, exchanges o 
tliose of the other. exchanges of closely reasoned 

view at a distance, ^ot philosophic problem -of re- 
discussion. But the _ jcn sucli different descendan^ 

establishing communication ‘ jurcly never be solved 

of what was once a com™" rather, to jump into an 

merely by talking about it; one neeos, 
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actual effort of communication in the liope of learning more 
about its difficulties and possibilities by looking back at onescll 
from time to time as one struggles along. For these purposes the 
choice of a particular theme for discussion is far less important 
than the decision to pick a particular theme. Inevitably there 
will be difficulties in defining a theme in terms that both sides 
can confidently regard as common; and no doubt many of these 
difficulties will only emerge to disconcert one as one goes along. 
But then they utill only emerge if one is prepared to take the 
theoretical gamble of starting out as if one had determined a 
common area of debate. 

Here then were two largely independent reasons why the analy- 
tic philosophers already concerned should turn to seek French 
co-operation. First, in order to see what could be learnt about 
the relations between philosophy and personal relations from 
joining in discussion with philosophers coming at the matter from 
an apparently very different angle. Second, in order to learn more 
about the theoretical bases of communication and its possible 
breakdo^vn between philosophers of such different traditions 
from an attempt to discuss with them the particular theme tvhich 
was offered— from this point of view quite arbitrarily — by the 
topic of personal relations. 

But why, one may ask, both Paris and Montreal? The detailed 
background to tliis side of the story is largely a matter of personal 
accident. It so happened that I was myself already involved ^vith 
various French- and English-speaking colleagues in commitments 
to try to develop some sort of cross-fertilizing contacts in regular 
exchanges between Oxford and Paris, and also to create some 
persisting centre for such studies in Montreal under the joint 
auspices of the English language and philosophically ‘analytic’ 
University of McGill and the French language and philosophically 
‘continentaV Universite de Montreal It seemed natural enough in 
tliese circumstances to tlunk of these places when seeking people 
interested to see what might come out of an attempt to work 
on the same general lines as we were already following at Ox- 
ford, by ^vTiting on such topics of their choice as might come 
under the general rubric of ‘Philosophy and Personal Relations’. 

‘It seemed natural enough . . but, in spite of what I have 
just said about the necessity of ‘jumping in’ to a discussion, it 
was (and is) deceptively easy for an analytically trained philoso- 
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pher to underestimate the complexity of what we 
to our French-speaking colleagues. ^ V. 

underestimating this awkwLdnL of their 

may perhaps appreciate something o •rmmnp'? himself 

situaL wLn fLed with such a request, 

feel that he had a great being able to treat itas 

would have somehow to reinterpr nspniient risk of being 

. pM,o»pW»l s«bl.» .. * ""T™ .I.™' 

after all interpreted as if he had noming 

actually proposed. , which French 

The theme of peisonal relations ^ ^^ovements in 

philosophers will naturally ® , j ^ the focus of ex- 

French phUosophy which are recent past can be- 

plicit attenuon as only existentialism. (English critics 

personalism and a certain kmd hers such as Sartre 

are wholly ivrong if they f^y^^hig contemporary debate.) 

or Marcel remain at the centre analysis of the 

In any case, as one of them put it to ine even 

concepts actually e'^t rondemned to bog down in 

sonal relations seems =1^ S'? « philosophers ivould regard as 

what many contemporary r ,.,„!,„pnoloeical and existential 
the out-worn confusions of ph ‘immediate 

analysis and such of its fictions as^ hloreover, to quote another 
experience’ or ‘concrete ' _£ psychoanalysis upon 

comment, ‘The the link between my relations with 

philosophy has meant that im- become for us 

others and what I mi^t say a French philosopher 

extremely enigmatic.’ This meam - systematic 

can hardly see himseU as ®""P ^ that W individual might 
form the same basic fines ol re philosophy might in 

pursue in the expectation t a experience. He starts 

turn result in some trans , .ijIj,. re.ality” of the rela- 

rathcr from die presupposiUo • conscious 

dons to be studied is not to be of them’, and that his tas's 

awareness which those ,,.oct the ‘organizing principles* 

is rather to describe or to rec 
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that underlie these relations. [One might compare the way in 
which Chomsky conceives his task of elucidating the rules of deep 
grammar, which tlie ordinary man knows full ^vell hotv to follo\v, 
but which he is quite incapable of calling to explicit conscious- 
ness.] 

In consequence the standard by which philosophical enquiry 
has to be assessed, is neither the proper understanding of the 
concepts that may be employed m the ordinary experience of 
personal relations nor that of the reality of the 
transformations ^vhich such relationships may undergo in tlie 
light of such an understanding. The author’s basic commitment 
is to be found rather not so much in his choice of the particular 
sorts of personal relations to be anal^’scd as in the ways in 
which he orders both the philosophical problems which he secs 
as arising out of them and the replies which he may give to 
these problems. 


In other words, the French philosopher invited to take part in a 
project presented in terms such as I have outlined, may risk {a) 
finding^ his contribution interpreted as providing proof that he 
has neither feet anywhere near the solid ground of everyday 
reality which the English philosopher claims to \valk wdth such 
purposeful tread; and (b) being unable straightfonvardly to object 
that he is as close to that ground as anybody, since it is in his view 
no more than a confused and unwarranted assumption that any 
such unproblematically solid ground exists. 

There were, of course, other and more immediately practical 
rea^ns why one could not hope simply to duplicate in Paris or 
m Montreal the working conditions which we had enjoyed in 
Oxford Oxford is a smaU place in which people can meet easUy 
md often; thB IS not true of Montreal and even less of Paris. At 
an straightforward matter of working on 

an analytically formulated theme with philosophers taking the 

aUheTam graLd, but if was 

work otX T ■" '"*in the frame- 

In Paris “"‘''T'*'' P™gf=>mme of graduate seminars 

S asd'? o*- hand, it was a matter 

of asking prople to go out of their normal way to join in an 

Suoftf wholly'^tddUional bur- 
dens. All of which meant that while the whole general point of the 
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mvitation was to take part ^ 

wWchAose who accepted could j Paris from what 

and in practice to be different in Montreal and 
they had been in Oxford. fnrtimatc to find so 

Against this actually interested m 

many ‘continentally trained phdo p might be learnt 

taking part in the project. “ “Vi^phL. if not yet 

from an effort to work alongsi brima facie common 

nmon problem, at any rate or^ some prim ^ 


;;:ran" effort to work alongside - 

on a common problem, at any rate o ^ course in Ox- 

general theme. In both Montre an interest, nor even all 

ford, not all of those who showed such themselves able 

those who took leading parts m , ’ ^blished contribution 

actually to contribute papers. „„„ niaces is nevertheless sub- 

from philosophers wording “ ttec^ P as tveU as 

stantial. This means that the Engteh^°w 

seven papers written from O ’ ... apparent from the 

written from Montreal (thoug , Oxford contributors are 

biographical notes, by no , „j„me contains tour papers 

in Lt Englishmen). The or. to split it anoto 

written from Montreal and two fmnaP^.^^^ Psench- 

way, four by authors of ®„ith very slight excepuon, 

Canadians. It is also worth j^^’olumes belong to the nesv 

almost all the respective countries. 

rTf»n/»rotion of philosophers in their re p , condi- 


generation of philosophers in ^ very co 

If, as I have tried to eylarn « ^ ,hat the French 

dons under which this study came to b principle nor m prac- 

and English participants co«W n^f^ other, it rs equal V 

tice enter into it on the sam principle r>s weU 

true that it was impossiWe - aga exactly the sam^ 

practice - for them to pursue their allowance has 

conditions. In particulm «“^^es^of over-rapid Senemtouons, 
been made for the have a «imewhat different 

philosophical discussion , * different role wthm the i ‘ , 

dom wltSn’S'e^^lS: - ^^ft'rccST’mS logi-| 

whoirbut^aS '‘su^ar^n^^^ 

Mthin it. Moreover, such art 
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that underlie these relations [One might compare the ^vay in 
which Chomsky conceives his task of elucidating tlie rules of deep 
grammar, which the ordinary man knows full %vell ho^v to folloiv, 
but ^vhich he is quite incapable of calling to explicit conscious- 
ness.] 

In consequence the standard by which philosophical enquiry 
has to be assessed, is neither the proper understanding of the 
concepts that may be employed in the ordinary experience of 
personal relations nor that of the reality of the 
transformations ^vhich such relationships may undergo in the 
light of such an understanding The author’s basic commitment 
is to be found rather not so much in his choice of the particular 
sorts of personal relations to be analysed as in the Nvays in 
which he orders both the philosophical problems which he sees 
as arising out of them and the replies which he may give to 
these problems. 


In other uords, the French philosopher invited to take part in a 
project presented in terms such as I have outlined, may risk (fl) 
finding his contribution interpreted as providing proof that he 
has neither feet any^vhere near the solid ground of everyday 
reality which the Englisli philosopher claims to ^valk ^^ith such 
purposeful tread; and (6) being unable straightfor\vardly to object 
that he IS as close to that ground as anybody, since it is in his view 
no more than a confused and unwarranted assumption that any 
such unproblcmatically solid ground exists. 

There were, of course, other and more immediately practical 
rea^iis why one could not hope simply to duplicate in Paris or 
m Montreal the working conditions which we had enjoyed in 
Oxford. Oxford is a small place in which people can meet easily 
and of en; this IS not true of Montreal and even less of Paris. At 
an ^ ^^^^g^tfonvard matter of working on 

DresunnLit' ^ thtroc with philosophers taking tlie 

at the^Jam.' ° Jinalytic philosophy for granted, but it was 
Irk of XT'" T " part within the frame- 

In Paris anrl programme of graduate seminars. 

ol olnl it was a matter 

of asking p^p e to go out of their normal way to loin in an 

V""'' 7*^ wholly'^.ddiionai bur- 

dens. All of ^^h.ch meant that while the whole general point of the 
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tavM.n ws. » P«> 

r“"rb?S™. ■»«»»»> - 
n.'si^A'bSg'u.d ^ ..j-d 

many ‘contincntally trained p o p might be learnt 

taking part in the project, in or philosophers, if not yet 

from an effort to work alongsi e J . „,a fade common 
on a common problem, at any rate on ^^e pnma f 

general theme. In both Montrea an interest, nor even all 

ford, not all of those who s found themselves able 

those who took leatog parts published contribution 

actually to contribute is nevertheless sub- 

from philosophers volume contiuns as well as 

stantial. This means that the h g ^ut was 

seven papers written front ® apparent from the 

written from Montreal (thoug , Oxford contributors are 

biographical ^'eMh’ volume contains four papers 

in fact Englishmen). The Frenm v another 

written from Montreal an ^ jn and two by French- 
way, four by authors of . very slight exception, 

CaLdians. It is also worth noun^&ahj^^^^^^ uesv 

almost all the contnbutors respective countries, 

generation of it wa^ built into the very condi- 

If, as I have tned to conceived that the French 

tions under which this stu y c . jn principle nor in prac- 
and English participants conU nVeach ^ equally 

tice enter into it on the tam principle as well as in 

true that it was hnposs.b!e- a^> ^e same 

practice - for them to * ^j^ut when all due allowance has 

conditions. In particular “ “ f over-rapid generalizations, 

been made for the to have a »mewhat different 

philosophical discussion ““(jerent role within the two tradi- 
sense ’and to play a somewhat ^fferen discussion tends 

tions. Within the ° the precise meaning, logical 

to mean detailed ar^ment or disconfirmation of 

implications and ntethods ^ foe thesis as a 

what is expliat or at leas urate affirmauons contained 

whole, but also i" typically take place around 

within it. Moreover, such argu 
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efforts to deal with some problem in \vhich those concerned 
are primarily engaged; it may, of course, be relevant to refer to 
the writings of past philosophers, but the problem, if it is not 
simply one of exegesis, exists, so to speak, in its own right as a 
focus for debate bct\vcen those among whom the discussion takes 
place. Condncntal philosophers, on the other hand, arc in general 
at once much more distrustful of what can be seen as explicit 
in a text, much less inclined to concentrate on the meaning or 
validity of separate afiirmations and much more conscious of 
working within a developing history. To make the point by way 
of what is, I hope, a justifiable exaggeration, tlicrc are for tlicm 
no philosophical problems outside the history of philosophy, 
through wWch every philosopher has to re-make his way to pick 
up the threads of its problems at the stage at which his predeces- 
sors have left them. This, as one of the Montreal contributors 
pointed out, makes it easy to understand why much of the dis- 
cussion there tended to turn on the meaning and relevance of a 
proposed contribution taken as a whole. While an analytic 
philosopher tends to structure his work in terms of trying to adjust 
to and to ward off objections at every point of detail along his 
path, and while discussion is therefore often most relevant to him 


as he tries to tighten up the nuts and bolts of his argument, a 
continental philosopher is relatively much more concerned with 
the total sense of his position. Much of the discussion, therefore, 
tends to take place at a level of setting one overall view or inter- 
pretation against another rather than at one of testing for the 
truth or v^dity of particular arguments or assertions that may 
occur within them. ’Iberc is also a very real sense in \vhich many 
TOntmental philosophers find it at least as significant to take part 
m debate with Ae leading figures of their ovm history as wth 
their TOlleagues in the next room; or rather, debates ^vith their 
next door colleagues tend to be at the same time three-cornered 
debates with their colleagues of the past. All this goes some way 
to explwnmg why, glancing only occasionally at each other across 
the unfamiliar distances of the Channel, analytic philosophers 
ave tended to regard much continental philosophy as some- 
♦ ? lackmg m rigour and why continental philosophers have 
tended to regard much analytic philosophy as somewhat super- 
icial and parochial; while often neither side is able to appreciate 
even the intended point of the criticisms of the other. 
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I am uneasily aware that I may in this last paragraph 
provided a far better example than I should have wis e o 
impossibility of limiting this introduction to the 
against their originating background of these first stu les wi 
slipping into questions of potentially controversial or 
interpretation. As far as possible, however, it seems e ^ 
keep such questions for what is envisaged as the next stage, 
tvill be for all those concerned to assess their reactions or 
the papers that have been written out of the other tra i ion 
the nature of the whole enterprise. Meanwhile, w a ev 
shortcomings of this present account, I hope to have gn en 
idea of how these two volumes came into being an o \ > 

some very general sense, they are about. I hop^ on Aq.,. 
hand, that I may not have exaggerated their ^ T^'''^pxnlicitlv 
all, some of the ‘English’ contributions are much less V 

directed to the problems suggested hy jny 
tion of the theme than are others; Ae French ^ .,upipss the 
not all equally ‘non-analytic’ in their approach, eve ’ . 

differences exist and present indeed one of the mo 
themes for further comparison and study. to 

For the moment, however, it seems best to l/^^e the papem to 
speak for themselves. The particular them^ o eac 
iTay be indicated fairly enough by the lists of ^ 

myLlf, I should like to end at *is present stage by addi g ] 

three somewhat disparate reflections ; , ,.,11,, pnsv for 

(1) We have seen why it would be only too 
an analytic philosopher to derive and to pass nroblems 

that he was after all in much doser “ntact with re^^probto 
than his continental opposite number, w e analytic 

standpoint it might be equally natural to 

phUoSpher’s so-called closer contacts were ^^P'^ ™ 

of ‘ordinary’ concepts, from which he ha no V contrary to 

need to escape. It remains, nevi^eless, ’ tld.Tt is 

what many English critics \vould fhc' distance between 

on the whole in the French papere verson'd relations 

problems concerning the interpretative stu y P actual 

and problems that may demand to be '>'=='’‘'1 and most rois- 
couJc of the relations themselves seems greatest m°rt ro^ 
tant to any but the indircctest of crossings It m.ay . > 

,har.hb7oo is an illmion; or, to put it another way. that the 
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extent of the distance may be no measure of the dcptli of the 
influence. Can it really be true that one may acquire a new 
conscious perspective on the context of one’s ‘personal’ problems 
and yet leave one’s experience of them totally unchanged? At any 
rate this -though I speak here only and no doubt controversially 
for myself - is one of the questions that 1 hope it may possible 
to pursue in ^vhat is to follotv. 

(2) The papers that arc actually contained in these two volumes 
I leave, as I said, to speak for themselves. What docs seem worthy 
of immediate mention, however, is the tvay in tvhicli t^vo themes, 
which at early stages took a major share of the attention on the 
one hand of the Oxford group and on the other of the French- 
Canadian members of tfie Montreal group, ended up by receiv- 
ing little explicit treatment in tlic papers that have emerged for 
publication. The first meetings of the Oxford seminar, and the 
early drafts of papers on which its discussions were based, were 
extensively preoccupied with the problems that might be thought 
to arise in different contexts of persona! relationships from a 
serious personal commitment to one form or another of utili- 
tarianism. This preoccupation with utilitarianism seemed to have 
no counterpart among the preoccupations of the ‘contincntally’ 
trained philosophers. Conversely, the French-Canadian preoccu- 
pation with the implications of a rejection of any standards of 
‘absolute’ or ‘objectively’ given morality for very often the same 
type of personal relationships that appeared to the Oxford 
philosophers to be callable into question by utilitarianism, seemed 
to be peculiar to them. This concern does indeed remain central 
to Claude Panaccio’s paper -though one could not deduce, from 
finding it treated in this one paper alone, the extent to which it 
dominated the earlier discussions among the French-Canadian 
participants. There are, no doubt, not very mysterious explana- 
tions to be given for the converse existence and virtual non- 
existence of these concerns among the respective groups. What 
is perhaps more interesting to speculate on is whether there is 
any general explanation to be given for their subsequent reces- 
sion in the course and perhaps in the partial light of discussion. 
This once more is a topic that may be worth taking up again, 
por the moment I do no more than record the phenomenon. 

I return finally to the question of discussion. If it is true 
that It tends to take one form among members of the one tradi- 
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tion and a somewhat different form among members of the other, 
then one may suppose that discussion across the traditions must 
be, to say the least, much more difficult, with the purposes much 
more likely to become crossed, than discussion within one tradi- 
tion or the other. And this is, of course, in fact the c^e. To me 
at least it now seems qnite clear, however, that it would be com- 
pletely mistaken to suppose that such discussion is actually 
impossible or that it may not in the end be among the most 
rewarding. My own experience in trying to write this inpoduc- 
tion may, I hope, provide some testimony to this popbihty; for 
that it is not considerably more inadequate than it is, is ue o 
the very tough, detailed and constructive criticisms that 1 
from my friends among the French as well as among t e “S 
contributors to whom I showed earlier versions, cannot suppos 
that any of them ivill be entirely satisfied with the 
stands; but that it is not much worse is entirely due to ^ 
that they were able to teach me, the ‘continental pM“opheis 
in particular driving their lessons home ivith as jtiuc P ’ 
detailed reference to the text as the minutest o p jP,. 
could demand. It has been the chastening experience of tag 
myself convinced by my French friends of the nee or e 
rewriting that has, as much as anything, convince ™ . 

same time of the real possibility of worth-while txc S 
continuing vigorous discussion. In registering my very ^ , . 
thanks, therefore, to all those who have worke so ar . . 

contributions to both volumes, I should recor my 
gratitude to those who have saved me from at e ^ „ .Cat 

the one-sided effects of writing, without proper awar ^ 

I was doing so, simply as an analytic philosop er or 
the same enclosed family. . . -.u „ 

It may be appropriate to conclude this 
quotation from a philosopher who came ffot" ^ edition 
make his home in England. In his preface to Ae Englta edition 

oiThe Logic of Scientific Discovery^ writtcnin > cmfrlintr 

wrote of the diflerent ‘methods’ of rational 
out one method in particular as worthy of spccia 

It is a variant of the (at present ooftt^hionable) histone^ 

method. It consists, simply, in tr>’ing to find ou , . 

people have thought and said about the problem i 
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why they had to face it : how llicy formulated it : how 
they tried to solve it. This seems to me important because it 
is part of the general method of rational discussion. If 
we ignore what otlier people arc thinking, or have thought 
in the past, then rational discussion must come to an end, 
though each of us may go on happily talking to himself. Some 
philosophers have made a virtue of talking to themselves; 
perhaps because they thought that there \vas nobody else 
worth talking to. I fear that the practice of philosophising on 
this somewhat exalted plane may be a symptom of the 
decline of rational discussion. No doubt God talks mainly to 
Himself because He has no one wortli talking to. But 
philosophers should know that they arc no more godlike 
than other men. 

None of the contributors to these volumes risks confusing him- 
self with God. 
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here. Very grossly one might say that it ^vas associated witli the 
preservation of personal values — most relevantly the preservation 
of values both in a moral context and in an intellectual context. 
A failure of artistic integrity would be all-disastrous to an artist, 
and one of political integrity to an administrator. Philosophy, 
whether it is regarded as primarily metaphysical, speculative or 
analytic, has traditionally always made the highest demands on 
the intellect: the loss of intellectual integrity, unclear again 
though it may be what precisely is entailed by this concept, is 
equally disastrous to the \vould-bc philosopher. On the other 
hand, moral philosophy has always had rather a special position. 
‘Systems’ have not always prevailed, but when they have, it has 
tended to have pride of place in them. Even where metaphysics 
or epistemology have in fact occupied most of the scene, their 
place has been seen as leading to, explaining or supporting the rele- 
vant moral system. Whether ‘reason* played or did not play the 
dominant part within morality, this itself lay willi ‘reason* and 
depended upon the nature of ‘reason* to determine. Intellectual 
integrity is therefore of paramount importance here, too*, but 
given that moral philosophy is overtly concerned not only with 
man but man as an inevitably egocentric individual faced with 
the problem of somehow getting along with at least some number 
ot other such iridividuab, it is perhaps at the same time ancillary 
o moral integrity whatever that may be. I have perhaps already 
made too many vague and general statements, but it seems to 
me that the most general background with its most general 
have some relevance to the particular problem 
one today and perhaps special relevance to the personal 
anv ° ^ complain ; a feeling of lack of integrity of 

any kind m attempting to teach the subject. 

intellectual integrity, a few more 
to mnrnl ni, difficulty does not apply, of course, simply 

osonhv matter simply to phil- 

or if not t attempt at clarity, argument and precision, 
obsriiritv u’ ^^^S^ment and precision, then a self-conscious 
always been diese in order to deny them, has 

the favniirr^H at least of Western philosophy, though 

have varied a"„’d some- 
imaaimtive ^nfl ^ subordinated to its other characteristic - 
‘ ^ ‘ ‘ systematized speculation. But to the extent that 
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intellectual acceptance is rctpiiretl, argutnent must (x; a nccc-ssary 
vehicle, anti objective precise argument has often in itself been 
a favoured ideal. This is an idc.at most nearly realized in mathe- 
matics and its .allied discipline of fonual logic. The essentially 
artificial languages within which these operate m.akc it possible 
to satisfy the demand for validity that any argument must raise, 
and it is a tempting model. But anyone trying to teach elemen- 
tary logic to undergraduates beginning a philosophy course 
knows to his cost how remote sucli a model appears to them, and 
such skills as they may acquire arc normally treated .as quite 
detached from any common ‘critical’ approach. The apparatus 
makes the understanding of quasi-tcchnic.al terms easier, and 
awareness of such things as the analogies and differences between 
formal and natural logic.al constants are useful by-products; they 
may help with the attempt to impart that skill, the passing on 
of which may be felt to be the grc.atcst professional obligation - 
the manipulation of analytic techniques. Such techniques do 
represent, quite properly, for the ordinary undergraduate, a f.ir 
more obvious attempt at relevant cl.arification of thought. To 
grasp that problems about the relationship between mind and 
body can at one level be solved or dissolved by examining the 
presuppositiorrs involved in the irsc of the terms, can give satis- 
faction to the pupil who has never previously considered giving 
any thought to such traditional philosophical problems. Afost 
undergraduates will not have indulged in epistemological specul.i- 
tion until they are forced to treat this brancli of philosophy in a 
formal critical manner, and that usually means treating it as the 
subject-matter for being drilled in analytic techniques. A lew, 
of course, do have some spontaneous interest, and a few more 
may find interest atvakened; for all these the sorts of problem 
facing anyone trying to teach them may approach, though I do 
not diink it reaches, the sort of problem I am complaining of 
being very frequent in teaching moral philosophy. To limit one- 
self for the moment to moderately competent (‘Second Class’) 
pupils — for the majority of these the very absence of engagement 
or position-prise makes it easier for them, if they profit at all, 
to acquire the relevant skills in this area. But if, and one counts 
oneself fortunate if it happens, they do so acquire them, such 
skills tend to be seen at best as healthy exercise having its otvn 
place — probably beneficial in the long run, but without other or 
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immediate relevance to anything else. And perhaps this is as it 
should be; perhaps if this is achieved, what one is being paid 
to do has been achieved. But I am not at all clear even about 
this. Without some interest in the subject matter, drilling it- 
self is far more difficult and, even if it can be done, more 
barren. A few, the best no doubt, of those pupils who have a 
natural speculative interest, will find a satisfaction in the tidying 
up operation that one may be able to offer them; but the less 
good, and those in whom one can perhaps spark off some 
temporary interest, are likely to feel at least as much frustration 
as satisfaction : to work \vithin the limits of articulacy, and of the 
acceptance of those limits, when dealing with problems ^vhich 
have often beset them in one form or another ever since they 
became self-conscious and articulate beings, may not seem a 
pointful exercise. And the normal undergraduate is both impatient 
and ambitious So, even at this stage there are likely to be two 
groups of undergraduates who, while being in a sense successful, 


may cause one to worry : those who flounder in philosophical 
bogs without adequate means of extricating themselves, and those, 
the smaller group, who have mastered the techniques but remain 
unaware of any bogs too deep for this means of escape. 

In teaching elementary epistemology, at least within the present 
system and wth the final examination test in mind, one knows to 
some extent what one ought to be doing, even if one is not very 
successful at doing it. At least there is not the same consciousness 
of a split that seems to show itself in the attempt to teach moral 
phdosophy. Here I find myself not knowing at all what it is I 
am supposed to be doing. As I implied earher, part of the trouble, 
I think, is inherent in the nature of the subject. InteUectual 
argument must be primarily directed towards intellectual accep- 
t^ce Perhaps the most efficient tools of intellectual argument arc 
objectivity and precision, and though analytic techniques can be, 
and are, useful in moral theory, moral terms notoriously lack 
to some extent both objectivity and precision. Again, what one 
requires of moral theory may be intellectual acceptance, but how 

^ 1,7 j concepts are subject to analysis in 

isolat on M detached from substantive content, is itself a question 
™ . -S’**™ 'cgitimatidy raised, with no unanimity 
, . ' ere seems to be, even at the conceptual level, con- 

fusion as to both methodology and content; and about this I 
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hope to say a little more later. It seems dear that there is a 
conceptual element in tlie situation of vvhidi I complain, but 
to what extent tliis can be distinguished from the more obviously 
causal elements is far less clear and it is perhaps this that is itself 
so uncomfortable. What, from the teacher’s point of view, most 
patently marks moral philosophy off from other branches of the 
subject is, of course, the fact that unlike epistemology or logic, its 
‘subject-matter’, however this is interpreted, is expected to be 
familiar. This fact in itself produces immediately a further split 
for, being familiar, the question arises almost inevitably of the 
place within the discipline that should be given to any first order 
thinking : and this is ^vhe^e the split in my own approach shows 
itself. That is ^vhat I am inclined to say, though even that may 
be too objective, for of course it may again be the way in ^vhich 
one sees the situation that determines what is. 

However this may be, it seems to me that most undergraduates, 
with even a minimal training in analytic techniques, are usually 
prepared - sometimes to the point of prejudice - to find it 
abstract, second-order and dry; that is to say that on the whole 
they are prepared to jettison as irrelevant any previous concern 
they may have had with the ‘subject-matter’. But adolescents and 
young adults are inevitably very much preoccupied with problems 
related to their own personalities, and though there are those, 
largely the group I identified earlier as finding their chief satis- 
faction in the expertise of analytic techniques as such, who remain 
content to reproduce and criticize traditional and contemporary 
moral theory in a more or less orthodox way, the majority do 
find themselves faced with the sometimes frustrating attempt to 
relate their problems to second-order theorizing and analysis. They 
find this : but of course it is really I who find them finding it, and 
again the split is apparent. And this is so without any deliberate 
attempt or indeed the least intention on my part to approach 
the subject or the teaching of it in a personal way, in the sense 
in which one ^vouId aim at probing into the personalities of one’s 
pupils or trying at all to indoctrinate them or, from my point 
of view, ‘worse*, guide their private lives. There are few things 
I should be more reluctant to do. For one thing I am not at 
all clear ^vhat my *vie\vs’ are; for another, and perhaps more 
importantly, as teaching an academic discipline, my obligation 
^vould seem to be rather to insist on rigour, and in this case, 
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intellectual rigour in the form in which I suppose I have been 
trained to recognize it. And this is where what I have called 
‘intellectual integrity’ comes in, for whatever e.xactly is meant by 
this rather pompous term, it seems to have something to do with 
one’s own standards of performance, such standards as arc 
inculcated, presumably, by one’s own training, and to ofTcnd 
against them can produce a sense of betrayal of oneself. If one 
were an ideal, or even a very good, teacher, one might be able 
to combine the two stresses, and stress of some sort tlierc docs 
seem to be, of academic rigour with attention to questions of 
substantive moral thinking : but here again only, it seems to me, 
if his first order moral views were clearly defined and tlicir pre- 
suppositions were for him not questionable. Some starting points 
in any branch of philosophy have to be assumed, but it is a truism 
that those in moral philosophy lack the objectivity of those in 
other are^. Mere coherence wUl not do — arguments directed to 
a ‘language of morals’ themselves entail the holding of certain 
moral views. And so a further split is generated by doubt as to 
how much weight should be given to substantive moral questions, 
and if one admits this, uncertainty and lack of clarity of what, in 
the moral dimension, one is up to. 

This paper does not so much describe as exemplify these splits 
in approach, for whatever the truth may be, I see this difficulty 
arising from a causal personal factor. If one has spent a large 
part of one’s life primarily concerned \vith bringing up one’s 
children, and this is well known to one’s pupils, one’s role as 
teacher must be to some extent affected - perhaps in two main 
respects. In bringing up children, one of the questions that faces 
one, and may do so explicitly, is of course the question of what 
sort of people, given their inheritance, one would like them to 
be. There may in fact be -almost certainly is -very little or 
nothing that one can actually do about it, but one fusses on never- 
theless. A fairly basic point is that in so far as one’s values are 
values, one must want one’s children to share them ; what one 
believes to be most important is what one would like them to 
believe to be most important. But against this, one also wants 
them to be fully adult and to sec themselves as being so. An 
adult’s values must be seen as his own in order to be his own; 
values seen as merely inherited are scarcely fully adult values. 
Though, as I have said, some pupils - ‘competent’ ones - are 
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content to remain detached in their approaeh to moral philosophy, 
many respond by an explicit or implicit, official or unofficial, 
introduction of their own first order personal ‘moral’ problems - 
and tvhether I approve or not, I find myself encouraging this. 
All this must be particularly true at the present moment, when 
practically every undergraduate is self-consciously aware of his 
need for establishing and determining at some level or other his 
own system of values, whether or not he sees this as a ‘moral’ 
question. Moral integrity must also be a matter of the standards 
and values one accepts, but this is a far more complex affair, or 
may be a far more complex affair, than the acquiring of intellec- 
tual skill. 

It is no historical accident that orthodoxy and authoritarianism 
are so much out of fashion. Fairly obvious explanations could be 
given in historical terms. What is relevant is that they are out of 
fashion. It does not seem to be a merely personal, but a fairly 
general assumption, that an adult is responsible for his own deter- 
mination of these. Mere acceptance or blind obedience or con- 
formity, though they must have a place, conspicuously rvithin 
the more authoritarian religions, are not generally considered 
admirable, or even passable. Values seem in need of personal 
justification : but in what does such a justification consist? And 
again there is a split, for merely to raise the question of justifica- 
tion is to deny at any level at which this happens, the possibility 
of presupposition. Intellectual acceptance demands coherence 
and a rationale - this has most often been the legitimate object 
of moral philosophers; human, personal problems are tradition- 
ally more intransigent and, even if complete intellectualization 
at this level were possible, it could not be sufficient. Split after 
split is again generated as one sees that this very process of 
intellectualization and clarification, though it may for oneself 
appear to have some ultimate value, may not, in some perhaps 
dubious sense of the word, be ‘right’ even for undergraduates 
reading philosophy, let alone for everyone. Pupils who have been 
brought up as members of authoritarian churches can suffer very 
really by being encouraged to probe their premises, and though 
such suffering can be r^arded as either healthy or trivial, it all, 
rvithout exaggerating one’s own importance in these things, pro- 
duces a frustrating sense of lack of clarity. One has a feeling of 
both moral and intellectual integrity being undermined. 



30 Jean Austin 

Of course, this is all very subjective : and it is a subjecdve 
point of view that this is necessarily so - that the moral philo- 
sophy (and perhaps its teaching) necessarily reveals the nature of 
the man. Less controversially, there seems no doubt that those 
who hold or adopt moral systems that seem to themselves clear 
and consistent are not hkely to be beset in their teaching by the 
kind of strain to which I confess. This was confirmed by a 
seminar in ^vhich papers were read on the teaching of moral 
philosophy. Viewpoints probably appeared more extreme than 
they actually were, but it was nodceable that at one extreme, 
moral argument on more or less utilitarian lines, together with an 
analysis of the relevant concepts, seemed an entirely satisfactory 
method of procedure; at the other extreme, ^vith ^vhich I should 
cert^ly not ^vish to identify myself, self-conscious inarticulacy 
and incoherence was offered as the only honest position. To 
some, the strain -and split -seemed, even given the common 
ground of \vorUng in terms of human wants and needs, to come at 
the point where it was seen that though many of these could 
perhaps be supplied, and should be so supplied, by some sort of 
universalized principle or set of principles of behaviour, the most 
deeply felt human wants and needs could be satisfied only by 
some sort of spontaneity of feeling -producing a contradiction 
and essential lack of coherence To others, rather differently, 
given that substantive moral values could not be entirely intel- 
Icctualizcd, the strain and split arose at the point at which the 
question of respect for the values of others came up and the degree 
to ^vhich one s own could or should be imposed or those of others 
influenced. Incoherence \vould again seem to arise from an insis- 
tence that each must choose, in a quasi-Sartrian way, for himself, 
this insistence being itself an ultunate but personal value. 

Such questions as these can be seen, and have been seen, them- 
selves to be within the legitimate province of moral philosophy. 
To sec them in this light however is, in my o\vn case, to react 
instinctively to a need for intellectual clarification. ‘Intellectual 
integrity is at stake again. But to make efforts to right this is 
scarcely relevant to the situation of teaching beginners’ moral 
philosophy. It is not the abstruse intellectual aspect that is dis- 
tressing here — though it may be indirectly relevant; it is rather 
the fact that it is only too easy to allow oneself to neglect almost 
completely what one regards as philosophy at the cost of giving 
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account for the sense of there being a problem at all. Intel- 
lectualization, articulacy and clarity should go together; and 
perhaps this process starts with the formulation of the question 
that is being raised. A question that cannot in principle at least 
be properly formulated is no proper question. Moral terms may 
lack the axptpsia of logical or epistemological terms, but that is 
not necessarily to say that within the relevant discourse they lack 
clarity : clear answers can no doubt be given where clear questions 
can be asked. It is no new thought that the use of such terms as 
‘character* for instance, though it must ntaintain some objectivity, 
is not amenable to the same standards as that of more rigid im- 
personal terminology. It is only this very general presupposition 
that gives a possible use to such terms. But this general presup- 
position generates or may generate the problem that in operating 
with such terms, in attempting to ‘clarify* or sort out what I have 
called second order moral theory from first order moral tenets, 
much has to be taken for granted. And what is taken for granted 
has, literally, to go \vithout saying : one may state that the answer 
is taken for granted, but in so stating, one is acknowledging that 
the question has been raised; ‘taking for granted’ no longer has 
tvhat I should like to call its full force. At this level one may see 
oneself as ‘Knowing’ one’s premises -this would be comfortable. 
But one may ‘know’ that, at least in the narrower sense of the 
word, one is not, or may not be, fully ‘rational’. One may find 
oneself holding moral premises that, were they ascribed to anyone 
else, one ^vould be inclined to describe as dogmatic, unjustified, 
prejudiced - being one’s own, one cannot view them in this light, 
or again so far as one does so view them, one cannot hold them 
in the way I suggest. It is a matter of the sort of person one is : 
one may find, trivially or not so trivially, in ‘real’, ‘first order’ 
life that one can be no other -and this may be not only without 
the support of reason or reasons, but as one sees it, counter to 
reason or reasons. Truth, ‘getting it ^ht’, seems to be a demand 
both of intellectual and of moral integrity, and truth requires 
not merely honesty, but veradty. Honest doubt is all very well, 
and honest muddle has its place, even in philosophy - confusion 
and obscurity are another matter; they may have defenders, but 
I should prefer not to place myself among them. No doubt the 
resolution bct^veen first-order moral premises and second-order 
theory can be seen as a philosophically respectable intellectual 
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problem - and this is how I should myself like to see it and fed 
strongly that it ought to be so seen. To be intellectually inade- 
quate, which would be one’s trouble if this were all that was the 
matter, is uncomfortable, but something with which one is any- 
how forced to come to terms. It is more distressing to find one- 
self in a position in which one is both committed to setting a very 
high value on clarity at all levels, and aware that one is ultimately 
unclear without the advantage of being open-minded, at the first- 
order (‘presupposition’) level; one is not clear as to the mode in 
which one is operating. Even the attempt to state all this in such 
a paper seems to induce a kind of pretentiousness, for such state- 
ments must reflect a claim to importance, which in itself is out of 
place. 
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that is being raised. A question that cannot in principle at least 
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lack the axptpsia of logical or epistemological terms, but that is 
not necessarily to say that within the relevant discourse they lack 
clarity : clear answers can no doubt be given where clear questions 
can be asked. It is no new thought that the use of such terms as 
‘character’ for instance, though it must maintain some objectivity, 
is not amenable to the same standards as that of more rigid im- 
personal terminology. It is only this very general presupposition 
that gives a possible use to such terms. But this general presup- 
position generates or may generate the problem that in operating 
with such terms, in attempting to ‘clarify’ or sort out what I have 
called second order moral theory from first order moral tenets, 
much has to be taken for granted. And %vhat is taken for granted 
has, literally, to go without saying : one may state that the answer 
is taken for granted, but in so stating, one is ackno\vledging that 
the question has been raised; ‘taking for granted* no longer has 
what I should like to call its full force. At this level one may see 
oneself as ‘knowing’ one’s premises — this would be comfortable. 
But one may ‘know’ that, at least in the narrower sense of the 
word, one is not, or may not be, fully ‘rational’. One may find 
oneself holding moral premises that, were they ascribed to anyone 
else, one would be inclined to describe as dogmatic, unjustified, 
prejudiced — being one’s own, one cannot view them in this light, 
or again so far as one does so view them, one cannot hold them 
in the way I suggest. It is a matter of the sort of person one is : 
one may find, trivially or not so trivially, in ‘real’, ‘first order’ 
life that one can be no other — and this may be not only without 
the support of reason or reasons, but as one sees it, counter to 
i^on or reasons. Truth, ‘getting it right’, seems to be a demand 
both of intellectual and of moral integrity, and truth requires 
not merely honesty, but veracity. Honest doubt is all very well, 
and honest muddle has its place, even in philosophy — confusion 
and obscurity are another matter; they may have defenders, but 
I should prefer not to place myself among them. No doubt the 
resolution betiveen first-order moral premises and second-order 
theory can be seen as a philosophically respectable intellectual 
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Larry Blum 


Human beings mistreat each other. We have many ways of des- 
cribing, explaining, and understanding this fundamental aspect 
of human life. We say, for example, that people use, manipulate, 
hurt, deceive, are unfair to, are cruel to, harm, humiliate, torture, 
are inconaderatc towards, are spiteful towards, are insensitive 
towards one another. 

Some mistreating takes place in a context of personal relation- 
ships and some does not; some descriptions of types of mistreat- 
ment can apply in both contexts. For example, I can deceive a 
business associate in regard to a business deal in which we arc 
both involved; I can also deceive a lover about my feelings for 
her. I can humiliate a friend by tdling people about some con- 
duct of his of which he is ashamed; I can also humiliate some- 
one I hardly know, for example a prisoner or a subordinate in 
my place of work. The disdnction between ‘personal relationships’ 
and other forms of human interaction and association is not a 
sharp one. Friends, lovers, many types of familial relationships 
will fall into the former category; salesman and customer, wor- 
kcre in different parts of the same factory, residents of the same 
neighbourhood, people riding the underground together will 
usually fall into the latter category. Of course, merely by the insti- 
tutional structure or form of the relationship one will not kno\v 
whether the persons are involved in a personal relationship or not; 
the point is that certain institutional forms will not count, in them- 
sclvcs, as personal relationships. Thus a doctor and his patient 
may be close friends, but their doctor-patient relationship is not 
itself a personal relationship 

In this paper, I will focus on one type of description of mis- 
treatment important in the morality of personal relationships : the 
notion of using people. I will first describe several examples of 
34 
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especially when circumstances would make it unpleasant and 
difficult to acknowledge the evidence objectively. In this example, 
we can imagine that Ed is disposed to be indulgent with Mar- 
lene because of the dissertation and thus tends to attribute her 
unresponsiveness, etc., to her general anxious situation, or to a 
bad mood. 

These considerations apply both to Ed and to Marlene, but in 
her case the lack of recognition of the true situation (i.e. her self- 
deception) requires accounting for more than in Ed’s case, since 
she is the person whose feelings are in question.' We could per- 
haps imagine that she is a bit self-centred in general and this 
trait in the context of her preoccupation with her thesis could 
account for her not attending to the kinds of things which might 
lead her to realize how she feels about Ed. 

I will leave these four examples of one person using another 
as they are described. Yet it is obvious that they are not described 
fully or convincingly or plausibly enough. The descriptions do 
not present us, I feel, ^vith situations ^vhich we recognize as ones 
which seem sufficiently real that we kno^v \vhat to say about 
them from a human or moral point of vie\v. A typical example 
of the inadequacy of description is this : I have tried to describe 
example 4 so that it differed from the previous three in the im- 
portant respect that the person who was using the other was 
aware of doing so in the first three examples but not in the fourth 
— it is this which occasions the much lengthier description in 
example 4. But it is evident that on this dimension the first three 
are oversimplified. In example 1, for example, I say, ‘To help 
him realize his ambitions A forms an attachment with a girl. . . 
One might get the impression, though it is not explicitly stated, 
that A says something like this to himself, ‘Since I want to make it 
ajcially and since Jean is a classy girl with classy friends, if I 
can just make it with her. I’ll be able to meet them and get in 
with them, and then I’ll drop Jean, since I don’t really care 
much for her anyway,’ This form of callousness is perliaps not so 
common. Generally, a person is not so conscious of his motivation 
if he is using another person in this sort of ^v'ay. More typically, 
the case ^^’ould be something like this : A would notice and be 
drawn to the girl because she seemed to him a ‘classy’ girl, one 
of the things involved in this being that she had socially superior 
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Example 4 Marlene is writing her Ph.D. dissertation about 
which she has great anxiety. She meets Ed and feels as if she 
likes him, but because she is preoccupied with her ^vork, she docs 
not give much directed thought to Ed or to how she feels about 
him. Ed does know that he likes Marlene and they begin going 
out and soon begin living together. From nearly the beginning 
of their romantic involvement Marlene finds her anxiety about 
her work decreasing and she is much belter able to tvrite her 
thesis. That Ed’s presence has a greatly beneficial effect on her 
and on her ability to work is regarded by Ed and Marlene as a 
normal and natural effect (or aspect) of their having a good re- 
lationship, that is, a relationship which has a genuine basis in 
mutual caring and feeling, independent of the security and 
lessened anxiety \vhich Marlene received as a result of it. For 
example, it is taken for granted, without being given much 
thought, that the relationship will continue without any sub- 
stantial change in feeling after Marlene finishes her thesis. (And 
it would be in general unnatural if they did give this much 
thought.) 

Despite this, however, in actuality Ed and Marlene’s relation- 
ship would not continue on this plane in the absence of her 
working on her dissertation. For Marlene does not really like 
and care for Ed as much as she and he think she does. We can 
imagine that after the thesis b turned in the relationship begins 
to deteriorate and eventually Marlene terminates it. It ^vould be 
true to express Marlene and Ed’s situation by saying that for 
Marlene the attachment to Ed, and thus her part in the relation- 
ship, b based primarily on the security, lessened anxiety, etc., 
which she reedves as a result of it. 

I am portraying thb as a case of deception and self-deception. 
And something must be said about how Marlene and Ed could 
have remained ignorant of the true nature of Marlene’s feelings 
for Ed. It b not, I think, hard to imagine. No doubt there was 
evidence of lack of real feding on Marlene’s part - incidents in 
which Marlene was unresponsive or imperceptive about Ed’s 
needs and^ feelings and moods; times in ^vhich she was mean 
and insensitive, perhaps occasional quarreb. But such indications 
can ahvays be mbread; they arc seldom conclusive evidence of a 
real lack of feeling. In any case people just are often impercep- 
tive about such evidence of others’, and of their own feelings, 
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tliat there is a limit to tiic depth of kindness and considcrateness 
which is compatible with using someone. But the presence 
of such a deeper kindne^ and considcrateness is not neces- 
sary to saying that one person is 'kind* or ‘considerate’ to 
another. One can be kind or considerate to someone (in some 
types of situations) ^vhile nevertheless lacking those kinds of feel- 
ings for that other person which also naturally express themselves 
in kindness and ^vhich may seem sometimes to be the really im- 
portant part of kindness. So being kind and considerate to some- 
one is certainly compatible \vith using him, and being used is 
compatible with not being hurt and with being happy or satisfied 
in a relationship. 

In spite of a response %vhich would want to deny these facts, 
the facts can, on the other hand, seem so obvious as to be of 
negligible interest. Of course Gwendolyn is not hurt, since she 
does not realize she is being used; if she did realize it she would 
be hurt. This is obvious, but not uninteresting. For it brings out 
that using as a type of moral misconduct is a very different kind 
of thing from being cruel, being inconsiderate, being nasty, being 
not nice, being insensitive. It is characteristic of the latter group 
that the person who is the object of this type of misconduct is 
hurt, offended, made unhappy, etc., by it; whereas it seems not 
characteristic of being used (within a personal relationship) that 
some type of (what we might call) a ‘negative psychological re- 
action’ is produced in the person being used.® This is of course 
connected with the fact that a person being used (within a per- 
sonal relationship) characteristically does not know that he is 
being used, whereas a person who is the object of someone’s being 
cruel, mean, inconsiderate, etc., does characteristically know it 
and it is part of what it is to know it that characteristically a 
‘negative psychological state’ is produced in him. 

But why are the differences bet^veen using and hurting interest- 
ing? Here I must backtrack for a moment. ‘Using someone’ has 
been taken to be something which it is {ceteris paribus) ^v^ong or 
bad to do.^ In examining the notion of ‘using people’ we tvill ^vant 
to kno^v why it is ^vrong or bad to use people, what is tyrong \vith 
using people, what is morally objectionable about using people. 
These are things ^vhich ^vc can, it seems, fail to kno^v, while yet 
knowing that it is morally objectionable to use people (kno^\'ing 
that it is wrong to use people etc.). 
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friends. He would not think to himself that lie was interested only 
in her ‘classiness’ and not in Acr; he would not really make this 
distinction, and he would not distinguish sharply and consistently 
his interest in her friends from his interest in her. Ncvcrtliclcss, 
his real and relatively conscious interest in the girl is in her frien«^. 
In the case thus more fully described tlic description given in 
example 1 is still applicable. We just can say ‘A has ambitions 
to rise above his present social status. To help him realize these 
ambitions, he forms an attachment with a girl etc.*, even though 
A does not have a totally explicit aivarencss of his motives. One 
could further describe these eases so as to justify saying that the 
person doing the using was partly aivare of doing so, or that he 
was more or less aware (than in another ease). Thus it is perhaps 
more useful to regard all the examples as lying on a dimension 
of more or less consciousness of using, with tlic first example near 
one end and the fourth near the other.* 

I want now to focus on an important aspect of using, as ex- 
emplified in these examples, and that is that a person who is 
being used by another person is not necessarily being hurt or made 
unhappy in being used. The person who is doing the using (>vhom 
we will henceforth refer to as ‘A’ in the absence of a specific name 
given) is not necessarily mean, nasty, or cruel to the person being 
used (whom I will refer to as *B’). Thus in example 3, one can 
imagine Joe being reasonably attentive to G’s ^vishes, considerate 
of her feelmgs, and not selfish in his interactions vrith her; in such 
a case we can imagine Gwendolyn being quite happy in their 
relationship. The same could be said of the man and woman in 
example 1 . Nevertheless in both cases one person is using the other. 

One may still feel uneasy about this and want to say something 
like ‘It isn’t real consideratencss (kindness, niceness) that Joe is 
showing here. Cert^ly one is not being really considerate (kind, 
nice) to someone if one is using him.’ There is some point to this 
response and I am not certain that I can say flatly that it is false; 
but it does express some confusion. The valid point in the response 
is this ; the kindness and considerateness cannot, as it were, go 
v^ deep. The user cannot, in being kind and considerate, be 
giving too much of himself to the other person or it will no longer 
make sense to say that he is using him. A ‘deeper’ kindness would 
involve a level or degree or form of caring and giving which 
would be incompatible with using someone. One might say, then, 
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In some cases if I can show that in A*s conduct toward B, A is 
using B, tlien one can feel that I have said all that needs to be 
said about the moral objectionability of A*s conduct. Kant some- 
times seems to say that the idea of treating people as means rather 
than ends (a notion closely related to that of using people) is the 
fundamental type of moral objectionability in terms of which the 
others are to be explained and understood. Nevertheless, it does 
seem generally right to say that the question ‘What is morally 
objectionable about using people?’ needs the kind of answer 
which the question ‘What is morally objectionable about hurting 
people?’ does not. 

Thus hurting does not need explaining in the %vay that using 
does. This fact is one of the conditions which enables hurting to 
be the kind of concept which is capable of explaining the moral 
objectionability of using. 

Though we now understand better what it means for a concept 
like ‘hurting’ to explain® the moral objectionability of using, we 
have previously seen that it cannot actually explain using, for 
hurting people is not involved in all (morally objectionable) in- 
stances of using. Nevertheless, in understanding the relations be- 
tween using and hurting the following fact is surely important : 
if someone discovers he is being used, he is likely to, he charac- 
teristically will, feel hurt. If this is important, then the fact that 
the person being used does not know he is being used, i.e. the 
fact that he is being deceived^ must also be an important con- 
sideration in understandmg the moral objectionability of using 
people. I will thus consider the role of deception along with 
hurting in understanding using people; and I will try to discover 
this role by showing ways in which neither of these types of 
morally objectionable conduct can be seen as providing an cx- 
planation of using. 

If one is confused as to the moral objectionability of some 
purported misconduct, to recognize that it involves deceiving the 
person can appear to clear up this confusion and explain what 
is wrong \vith the type of behaviour in question. In this ^vay 
deception has the same status as hurting with regard to their 
capability of explaining using. But in another respect they are 
different; for, unlike hurting, deception can itself seem to need 
explanation as to its moral objectionability. We can tvonder 
‘^Vhat is ^v^ong with deceiving people (if they are not hurt) ?’ Dcs- 
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But how does one show the moral objcctionability of some 
morally objectionable type of conduct? One way, it seems, is 
to show that the type of conduct involves hurting someone. If 
we are concerned ^vith some type of behaviour ^vhich seems to 
be morally objectionable and we arc wondering what makes it 
morally objectionable, to see that it involves someone’s being 
hurt is to know what makes the behaviour morally objectionable; 
or so it would seem. Thus when we see, as we did above, that 
using people, though morally objectionable, ncvcrtlicicss does not 
characteristically involve hurting people, we might find this 
strange. It might seem, in fact, that unless the user hurts the 
person bang used there is nothing morally objectionable about 
using him. Alternatively one can feel certain tliat using is 
genuinely morally objectionable in itself and conclude that the 
person being used must be being hurt in some way, cv'cn though 
perhaps not in the obvious way involved in being the object 
of cruelty or meanness or unkindness. Both of these reactions in- 
volve the common assumption that (at least in a context of per- 
sonal relations) there must be some ojnnection beUveen what is 
morally objectionable and what hurts people. 

I want to examine the issue of the actual role hurting plays 
in understanding what it is to use people and in understanding 
what is morally objectionable in using people. Does hurting ex- 
plain (what is wrong with) using people as it may seem to? In 
discussing this, I will have to deal with tlie general question, 
‘What role does hurting play in explaining or understanding 
morally objectionable behaviour?’ 

The first thing to note is that ‘hurting’ does not itself need 
explaining in the way that using does. We do not wonder why it 
is wrong to hurt. We do not look for an account of what it is to 
hurt someone in the way we look for an account of what it is to 
use someone. We do not find ourselves confused about what it is 
to hurt someone in the way we do about what it is to use someone. 
We are more likely to run across people who seem genuinely not 
to see that there is anything wrong with using someone unless 
it involves hurtmg him than people who genuinely do not see 
what is wrong with hurting people. 

These observations are perhaps somewhat oversimplified. 
Sometimes we do not wonder what is wrong with using people 
any more than we wonder what is wrong with hurting people. 
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pite this disparallel \vith hurting it still remains true that decep- 
tion IS more obviously morally objectionable than using, and 
hence is, like hurUng, a candidate for explammg the moral 
objectionability of usmg 

There are two types of case to be considered m regard to the 
truth that someone ^vho is being used but is not aware of it would 
characteristically be hurt if he were aware of it 

(1) In some cases the person bemg used is likely to find out 
that he is bemg used or was being used (m a relationship already 
terminated) For example, in example 2 when. A.’s children are 
older and no longer enjoy spending summers at the Cape, then 
A, as we have portrayed him, ivill no longer have any reason to 
keep up his acquamtance with B and ivill perhaps make no 
attempts to see B and will not respond to B’s natural attempts 
to continue their fnendship Perhaps B iviU soon come to under- 
stand A’s motivation m pursumg and mamtaimng their fnend- 
ship previously and he would certainly be hurt by this realization 
Similarly m example 3 Gwendolyn might ivell come to realize 
(after she and Joe have stopped seeing each other) the nature 
of Joe’s feelmgs and intentions towards her and she ivould cer- 
tainly be hurt by this realization In this type of case what could 
cxplim what is %vrong with using the person is that the person 
IS likely to be hurt as a result of the expected outcome of the 
relationship Though this is different from the person’s actually 
being hurt m bemg used, nevertheless the role of hurtmg m ex- 
plammg what is ^vrong ^vlth using is essentially the same in both 
cases, 1 e usmg is wrong because it involves or is likely to involve 
someone’s being hurt 

(2) In many other instances of people bemg used, although the 
conditional statement remains true, nevertheless the person bemg 
used never does realize that he is bemg or has been used (and a 
forltoTt IS never hurt as a result of being used) For example, in 
example 3 one can easily imagine the romance breakmg up with- 
out Gwendolyn ever realizing Joe’s lack of feeling for her and his 
intentions m regard to her One can imagine Joe telling her that 
he has simply stopped canng for her, he does not know why, 
such things do happen so one can imagme Gwendolyn acceptmg 
this explanation She would perhaps be confused and hurt and 
sad that the relationship was over, but she would not be hurt as 
a result of being used but only as a result of the relationship no 
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sion; but in fact very little of Paul’s opinion of Jim is connected 
in any way with his belief that Jim spent a year in a school in 
Switzerland, and Jim realizes this. 

In this example Jim is deceiving Paul. But we would not be 
likely to view this as a serious moral failure on Jim’s part (some 
might even find the tenn ‘moral failure’ too strong). And ivc 
would certainly not regard it as serious a moral failure as the 
conduct of the people doing the using in the various examples 
we have considered. But common to those examples and tlie one 
just considered is that morally objectionable behaviour in the 
form of deception is involved. 

Thus, when deception is involved in a context of one person 
using another, it seems to be a more serious moral fault than in 
at least some other cases in which using is not involved. One 
thing which follows from this is that the mere fact that deception 
is involved in an instance of using cannot fully account for, fully 
explain, the moral objectionability of using someone. There must 
be some morally relevant difference other than the deception it- 
self which accounts for the difference in moral ^vcight or force 
of the deception as it is involved in cases such as that of the 
sociologist as compared to the deception involved in cases of 
using. 

The idea that deception cannot by itself explain using is hardly 
surprising once we can grasp the idea of deception-by-itself at all. 
But it is tlus notion (deception-by-itself) and its relation to the 
idea that deception is evaluated differently in different circum- 
stances which requires some comment. The idea that deception 
might be evaluated differently in different circumstances might 
come to no more than this: that in situations in which decep- 
tion is involved the behaviour of the person doing the deceiving 
will be evaluated taking into account not only his deception, but 
also other morally relevant considerations (e.g. that he is hurting 
someone) and that the final evaluation will depend on the 
weighing of the evaluations of all the morally relevant con- 
siderations An obvious example could be of someone’s lying 
to save an innocent friend from harm. Here the decep- 
tion, one might say , is bad m itself, but saving an 
innocent friend is so good (in itself) that it far out- 
weighs the deception, and thus the conduct as a whole is good. 
It may be, this view would grant, linguistically permissible to say 
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Example 5 Patsy and Eric have been going together. Eric cares 
for Patsy very much, but the feeling is not reciprocated by Patsy, 
though it used to be. The waning of her former feelings for Eric 
is something Patsy has only recently become conscious of. But she 
does not tell Eric this, primarily because she cannot yet bring 
herself to do something which she knows ^vill cause Eric great 
pain. (This is not to say that it is the unpleasantness to her of 
having to face Eric’s reaction to her <x)nfessing her lack of feeling 
which motivates her. Such a case would be more a matter of 
selfishness and less one of the genuine concern for Eric which I 
am attributing to Patsy.) Patsy maintains, for the present, a 
semblance of fully participating in the relationship. Since this 
state of affairs has had only a temporary existence, tve can 
imagine that Eric has not yet realized (or has done so only in a 
confused and inexplicit way) that Patsy has lost her strong feel- 
ings of attachment to and affection for him. 

In this example Patsy is decaying Eric about her true feelings 
for him, just as Joe is deceiving Gwendolyn in example 3 - in 
both cases one person represents himself as caring for the other 
in a way in which he, in fact, does not care for the other. And 
so there is, in the language we arc now using, the same ‘type* of 
deception going on in both cases. But do we regard the conduct 
as a whole of Patsy as equally morally objectionable as that of 
Joe? I think not. Patsy’s conduct seems clearly less objectionable 
than Joe’s (if it is objectionable at all) ® Hence this one type of 
deception cannot account for tlie moral objectionability of using 
someone.’ 

Throughout the discussion so far the notion of explaining or 
accounting for the moral objectionability of some type of conduct 
has been left vague (see note 5), Its primary content so far has 
been the idea that some concepts denoting morally objection- 
able types of behaviour, such as ‘hurting’ and ‘deceiving’, do not 
appear to require explanation as to their moral objectionability 
m the Avay that the concept ‘using’ does. And that if it could 
be^ shoivn^ that deception and hurt are involved in all cases of 
using which are morally objectionable, then one would have 
succeeded in providing an explanation of using. Thus the general 
mt^el for such an explanation would seem to be that the moral 
objectionability of a concept X, which denotes a morally objec- 
tionable type of conduct, is explained or accounted for by shoiv- 
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interference, co-operation, or participation of the p^n 
deceived; and (2) the person, being deceived would be unlikely 
to co-operate, participate, or not interfere if he knew the true 
situation (i.e. tlie intentions of the deceiver). Thus I might lie to a 
guard at the Pentagon and tell him that I am going to visit 
my cousin who works there, although I am really looking the 
place over as part of a plan to blow it up. 

Of this class of cases of deception there is a large class in 
which the reason that the person being deceived ^vould not co- 
operate, etc., if he knew the true situation, is that he finds the 
deceiver’s purposes objectionable. The above example does not 
necessarily fall into this class; the guard may ^vcll not think that 
blowing up the Pentagon is objectionable, but might neverthe- 
less not refrain from interfering with my plan (if he knew of it) 
because of fear of being found out. Typically, however, he would 
find my plan objectionable. Of the above sub-class of cases a lar^e 
sub-class would be cases in which the person being deceived 
would find the deceiver’s purposes morally (as opposed, e.g. to 
aesthetically) objectionable. Tbe guard at the Pentagon would 
be likely to meet this description. 

In this latter group of cases, in which deception which is 
morally objectionable is going on, the context of that deception 
involves moral objectionability in another way also : the moral 
objectionability, to the person being deceived, of the purposes 
of the deceiver. This second aspect of the moral objectionability 
is, of course, not generally reducible to, or identical with, the 
moral objectionability of the deception itself. 

It is evident that using is such a type of case. It is because 
being used is something objectionable to the person who is being 
used that Ae deception is required. That the user acknowledges 
this objectionability is shown in his recognition of the necessity 
of that d^eption. Obviously he does not (generally) go through 
^ explicit process of reasoning, that in order to be able to treat 
X in the way he wishes, he must deceive him; for this fact is so 
obvious that the deception is, as it were, already contained in the 
de^ion toward the person in a way which constitutes using him.® 
How does the user know that being used is (characteristically) 
objectionable to the person bdng used? Obviously this is not 
merely an empirical matter; the user does not, and does not need 
to, look for evidence that the person would object to being used. 
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lationship requires some explanation. The 
explanato involves deeeption. so that the per«,n d°« not 
alt he is being used. But there are al^ c^es m " *e^ 
tionability is in some way overcome M^r than maske^ On 
example of this would be a ease m which *e person bemg us^ 
woulLufler more if he did not go ^long with mmg^aim 
he would if he did. An instance of this would be ’ 

e.e. rape at knife-point. Example 6 exhibits a more common 
of case of using without deception in which coercion is n 

''"xf ^limarize the main points of my "ion of dec^don 
and using: deception is more obviously ““aUy °b£C‘ion^l 
than using, but deception is not alwa)^ mvolved 
(cf. example 6) and for this reason could not 
CTer. a more fundamental reason why decepUon " ^ j 
using is that the moral objectionability of f ^ 
in understanding the role which deceptiim p ay , . .. yg on 
That using people must be acknowledged o e j . 
its own is seen also in cases in which decep connoting 

I will now consider hurting and its role ^ ^ j^^^g 

moral objectionability, especially in contex ° ^ person 

seen that there are cases of using people in winch die F^n 
being used is not hurt nor is likely to be hurt in th 
hurting cannot explain using. Neverthete it is s ,yjiich the 

sume that in instances of one person using ^’1° . ^g j 

person used is eventually hurt as a ° 4 hurt, 

explains what is wrong with the usmg is recognition 

Although this position does not fit very we 

that it is objectionable to use someone ^ven / one do^ not fiu 
him, nevertheless it is a very natural posiUon ‘^ake ^nd ^ 
necessary to confront it head on in order to see situation. 

never explain what is ivrong ivith using people i y 
If hu^ing is to explain using (in 
sent), then it is not sufficient that some Heceotion the 

in a given instance of using. For as “ "/^“P‘:;’;;;ora! 

moral force of the fact of hurt murt de e ^ mistreats 

force of the uang, if hurt is to explain usi g. 'iccording 

B in a certain ivay and B is slightly hurt by ■ lability of 
to the position that the hurt explains the "Jo™ ° nJagt is corres- 
the conduct, the moral objectionabUity of A’s conduct is corres- 
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tionship. She can find in her day-to-day intoaction ivith Bill 
ways of responding to him and of viewing their situation which 
allow her not to be explicitly aware of his feelings and atUtudes 
towards her. Further, although she has no reason to believe that 
Bill’s feelings will change, she nevertheless continues to hope - as 
persons in her situation might naturally do — that he may come 
to reciprocate her feelings for him. And so she has chosen to 
continue in this relationship at least for the present - though she 
tells herself that she may want to break it off sometime in the 
future when the situation becomes too much for her to take, ^vhen 
she comes to feel that it is perhaps just too degrading. Sometime 
she wishe that she had the strength to break it off now, but this 
sentiment is not a dominant one. 

In this example Bill is using Ann. This is so because, although 
he did not enter into the relationship with a view only to what 
benefits, comforts, and pleasures he would derive from Ann’s 
sexual and intellectual companionship, at this point these arc 
essentially his sole reasons for wanting to maintain the relation- 
ship. Formerly his motives included a genuine caring for Ann, 
^vhich is no longer present. As in example 4 we can say that for 
Bill the relationship is based primarily on the intellectual and 
sexual companionship which he receives as a result of it, and it is 
therefore a case of using. Involved in Bill’s using Ann is also 
that he is not trying to extricate himself from the relationship 
nor is he trying to make it easier for Ann to extricate heiself. 
(His trying to extricate himself, or at least making it easier for 
Ann to extricate herself, would still be compatible with Bill’s 
deriving benefits and pleasures from the relationship, as he is now 
doing, but would not be compatible with these benefits and 
pleasures accounting for why he still maintains the relationship, 
and hence such cases would not be instances of Bill’s using 
Ann.) 

Although Bill is using Ann he is not deceiving her. She is aware 
of the nature of Bill’s feelings for and intentions toward her and, 
d{3pitc this, she has chosen not to break off the relationship. In 
this case, as in the others, bring used is objectionable to the person 
being used; this was the central aspect of using which helped us 
to understand the role of deception. But using does not, as the 
example shows, require deception. What it does require is that 
the fact that the person being used does not discontinue the re- 
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pose, in example 3, that soon after Joe and Gwendol^ stop se^ 
ing each other Gwendolyn discovers through fnends that Joe 
never cared for her very much and rvas oiily using her for rarne 
kind of emotional stability untU his the^ was in_ (We have 
assumed that she had been unaware of this throupout *e 
lationship.) Suppose that her response to thB after 

has had some time to sink in, is to claim that she does not M 
hurt by this, though she is angry and resentful 
having treated her in this way. Suppose also 
genuinely to believe that this is the way she feels and givffi no 
indication of consciously keeping her trae feelings ' 

How would one be likely to regard Gwendolyns demab that 
she feds hurt at having been used? From the vieiv of huimng 
which I am considering, it would not even ma e sen 
whether Gwendolyn was really hurt, once we were eonwnced tha 
she was not eonLiously deceiving us ^ 

obviously the natural response to to situation 
wonder if she is not deedving herself about how she has been 
affected by this realization of having been used. 

In fact it would be natural to think that “^5^3 

hurt, but that she does not want »<> “kf^^^dge such paudu 
feelings, and so she represses them. Part of the 
acknowledging such feelings is just that they are p ’ ^ 

part of it may also be that she is ashamed for having allowed 

herself to be deceived and used by Joe. „hmit 

Whether we are actually comect m ‘ft*"k.ng to tout 
Gwendolyn (and the example has not been described mfficiendy 
to detentoe whether this is so), is less .“"PO^ant here ton to 
fact that it is a coherent possibility; for it is to 
shows that we acknowledge that bring hurt is 
be unaware of, and hence that in deteimimng thinks 

hurt one is, we cannot go solely on the basis of how hurt he thinks 

or feels that he is. . , ^ he 

To say that one can say that someone is hurt even t g 

denies it, is not to say tot the criteria, for saying ju'dg- 

contradiction to what he says, will justify us in ni^i"g 

ment no matter what he says. On “ntrary to pei^n to 

self ivill be able to. and sometimes will, jcgui'd t P 

these other criteria as reason for Atm to think tha 

than he realizes or feels. And the criteria in question iviU 
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pondingly sUght. But if the same (slight) degree of hurt is caused 
B by A’s using B, and if one thinks that the moral objectionability 
of A’s conduct^^ is greater than in the previous case, then the 
hurt wiU not be (fully) accounting for or explaining (the moml 
objectionability of) the using. Thus, to consider hurt as ^plain- 
ing using, the position must be that the moral force of usmg is a 
reflection of the degree that the person who is used is hurt. 
According to this position different instances and types of con- 
duct will produce different amounts of hurt, and in evaluating 
any given conduct from the point of view of moral objection- 
ability one need look only at the amount of hurt produced. In 
this sense the context in which the hurt is produced is irrelevant 
from a moral perspective, for one need not look at it in order 
to determine the moral objectionability of the conduct. One need 
determine only the hurt, and this will tell us all we need to know 


of the moral objectionability of the conduct. 

I now want to argue against this view. In order for the degree 
that someone is hurt by the bdiaviour of a person R in a situa- 
tion S to be the sole criterion (determinant) of the degree of moral 


objectionability of the behaviour of R, the degree of hurt must 
be (theoretically) determinable independently of the behaviour or 
the rituation; for if we could not determine the degree of hurt 
independently of any characterization (from a moral point of 
view) of the situation and of the behaviour which produced the 


hurt, then we could not, of course, use the degree of hurt to 
measure the moral objectionability of the behaviour. It is plausible 
to think that the degree of hurt is so determinable (theoretically) ; 
for we can just ask a person how hurt he is and he can say that 
he was mildly hurt by Z, deeply hurt by W, more hurt by X than 
Y, etc. This might not be a foolpnx>f method for learning ho^v 
hurt someone is, since the person may lie to us. Nevertheless even 
in that case he will know hmv hurt he is, even though he will not 
tell us honestly. So the hurt will still be determinable indepen- 
denily of the behaviour which caused it, even if we cannot in 
fact determine it. And tins is all that is being claimed in the 
position being considered. 


But this view of how one determines how hurt someone is, is 


incorrect. A person’s verbal report (plus evidence of his honesty 
in reporting) are not the only criteria for determining whether 
and how hurt someone is. Consider the following example : sup- 
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a critenon or indication of her g mistreated in an 

behaviour, i.e. that she i^en wthout any such 

intimate and im^rtant rda lo Saviour is not obviously 

context having been indicated, such benaviou 

be described as ‘using’ which allows ^ 

behaviour as indications or context of using pre- 

Thus, applying the concept ‘hurt ^e concept 

supposes an acknowledgment of the m concept of hurt 

of using. Thus it cannot be the moral ^ «,me 

which explains the moral force o e evaluate 

eases, at least, we cannot det^e how - ^ *e 

some type or instance of behav ^ y count as 

degree of hurt caused by this behaviou , . , jc^tly of some 

the ‘degree of hurt’ is not deterrm^abk mdepentotty^^ 
understanding of the morality of e ( VP j j course, 

caused it. In arguing f°c these pmpositm^ of W of someone 
arguing that what we will Ae j our judgment 

in a particular situation ^vill be fu y e h^rt. The 

of the moral status of the 'f ‘f.Lgree of) hurt’ for our 

important complexity of the cone p by the conduct 

enquiry is that its application is govern^ 7^ says 

ivUch produced the hurt and his behaviour), 

about how hurt he is or feels (an P latter criteria that 

It is because it is not governed sole^ by *c moral 

it cannot always be used to defermm the hurt. But it 

status of some (type of) Y ^he former criteria that it 

is because it is not governed so y y ndently of the 

is capable of carrying too^* ^uJent people may 

conduct which produced the hurt. , jhU difference 

be more and less hurt by the same ,hc conduct 

may justify some difference 

which produced the hurt in and using : hurt- 

To recapitulate my argument about « J because 

ing cannot explain^ (tlic moral , cLe that the degree 

in order to do so it would have to e j(.,^,^;nablc in every 
to whieh a person is hurt m being used ^^bjeh pro- 

instance, independently of kno^%ang 
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carry the same force, if we feel that the person himself is a^val•e 
of their presence and yet still denies that he is hurt. 

In order to dispose fully of the idea that the existence and 
degree of hurt are (theoretically) determinable independently of 
the context of the hurt, we must discuss the role of the ^haviour 
of the person in question subsequent to the events which led to 
his being hurt. For it might be thought that if ^ve make a judg- 
ment contrary to the person’s own avowals of how hurt he is, we 
must be doing tliis on the basis of his behaviour. For instance, 
in the case we are considering we can imagine that Gwendolyn 
often becomes very upset when Joe’s name is mentioned in her 
presence, that she gets angry at people who say nice things about 
Joe, that she spends much time being depressed and unable to 
do her work, or makes forced and occasionally semi-hysterical 
attempts to form new relationships. Such behaviour would typic- 
ally be taken as evidence that Gwendolyn has been more hurt 
by the realization that Joe was using her than she realized. 

In this case Gwendolyn’s subsequent behaviour is a criterion 
of hurt which is independent of and sometimes capable of over- 
riding what she says. But the question is What does this fact show ? 
Let us compare to this case one in which someone has not gone 
through an experience like the one Gwendolyn has had with Joe, 
but in which she nevertheless manifests behaviour similar to 
Gwendolyn’s. In such a case would we take this sort of behaviour 
as a criterion of the person’s being hurt? In fact it is far from 
clear what such a case is like. For example, in what relation to the 
woman is the person analogous to Joe whom the woman is mani- 
festing such agitation about, being upset by references to, etc.? 
From the description given, her behaviour could well be a mani- 
festation of her wishing to repress the memory of her having mis- 
treated this person (rather than her having been used or otherwise 
mistreated). Her inability to work, her depression and forced 
attempts to establish relationships could signify any number of 
given that we know nothing else about the situation; they 
could mean nothing, as it were, beyond that she cannot work 
no^v, that she is depressed and finds it difficult to establish 
relationships (though she wants to). Or, the depression could come 
from the inability to work, or vice versa, or the three aspects 
could well not be so intimately related in the way they are likely 
to be in Gwendolyn’s case. 
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Wliat I Iiavc tried to do in this paper is, firstly, to show that the 
notion of ‘using’ must be treated as Iiaving a morally pejorative 
forec in its own right, not redueible to that of hurting and decep- 
tion. The temptation to trj' to reduce it must be overcome. 
Secondly, I have tried to indicate, without really developing the 
point, that not only must other terms of moral objcctionability 
(besides ‘hurt’ and ‘deception’) be granted status as root moral 
notions alongside deception and hurting, but that in a certain 
sense hurting and deception .arc not themselves fundamental, but 
arc secondary moral notions, dependent for their full moral status 
on other notions, such as ‘using’. 

Notes 

1 In saying this I mean to be making a quite ordinary remark about feel- 
ings, I do not draw support for it from, nor wish to be open to objec- 
tions to, doctrines regarding ‘privileged access’ to one’s otvn feelings. 

I do think that it is not at all obvious how one docs know what 
feelings one has (or what it is to have a feeling), especially in contexts 
such as this one, but I also do not think that the discussion in recent 
philosophy about privacy and privileged access really touches on these 
problems in more than a peripheral tvay. 

2 I raise the general issue of inadequacy of description because I think 
its importance has been greatly unappreciated in Anglo-American moral 
philosophy. By ‘inadequate description’ I mean that situations, persons, 
and actions are described in such a way that features which arc necessary 
to our being able to treat the situation as one which we ^vould find 
realistic and would know what to say about it, are absent I cannot 
discuss this important and complex matter in this paper, but a few 
sketchy remarks arc in order to indicate the perspective from which 
I am here working. I feel that moral philosophers have been over- 
confident in thinking that they know what kinds of aspects of situations 
are and are not relevant to the moral understanding of a situation, that 
they have been overconfident in their particular understanding of the 
concepts involved in moral description and evaluation, and moreover 
that this overconfidence leads them to accept, as adequately described, 
cases which are not adequately described. In fact, I think that much 
useful moral philosophy could be done just by trying to describe fully, 
accurately, and realistically certain typical moral situations and 
attempting to face the problems inherent in this task, without one's 
philosophical presuppositions about what counts as a morally relevant 
consideration and what docs not. (Obviously I believe also that there 
are deep-rooted reasons ^vhy philosophers go astray in this area.) These 
large claims would of course have to be explained and justified, and 

I cannot do that here Such claims are in any case more plausible 
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duced the hurt; but this is not the case. Wiiat is thc^ case is 
that in recognizing some behaviour as an instance of using, one 
has already acknowledged the moral objectionability {ceteris pari- 
bus) of that behaviour, and this to some extent controls our judg- 
ments about the hurt caused to the person being used. 

I began by talking about using people and it is still my primary 
purpose to get at this notion; but I have spent most of this article 
on the ideas of hurt and deception. Why have I felt this to be 
necessary? The reason is that both in moral philosophy and in 
practical life there is a strong tendency, a temptation, not to be 
able to see past the notions of ‘hurt’ and ‘deception’ (and ones 
like them, such as pain and pleasure in the fust case and lying and 
truth-telling in the second) in understanding morality within the 
sphere of personal relations. So often it seems as if these two 
notions are the only t^vo aspects of morality ^vhich one can 
really maintain a grip on. Everything else -such as ‘using’, ‘e.x- 
ploiting’, ‘treating people as object’, ‘degrading people’ -can 
seem insubstantial, ephemeral, over-subtle, metaphysical. ‘It’s all 
right to do such-and-such, as long as you don’t hurt anyone 
(. . . as long as you don’t deceive anyone etc.’) : thb is a typical 
sentiment, heard often in contexts of moral choice. It is expressed 
in moral philosophy, in utilitarian theories of morality (in tvhich 
deception too falls on the insubstantial side) : what really counts 
is people’s happiness, pleasure, avoidance of pain or hurt — the 
rest is metaphysics, blind authority, etc. The fact is that utili- 
tarian sentiments and doctrines often arose historically to combat 
false moral principles which derived from outworn religious, 
metaphysical, or polidcal doctrines and which were unconnected 
with any human good. And in our own lives we still get entangled 
in principles which appear to us compelling, but which in par- 
ticular instances have no genuine application and serve only to 
ranfuse the issues. Morality and human life being what they are. 
It IS difficult to see hotv this type of confusion could ever com- 
pletely cease to arise. In these situations the sentiment expressed 
as If it hurts people it’s bad; if it doesn’t it’s all right’ can be 
useful and liberating. 

Sentiments such as these lead on to the idea that concepts like 
hurt (and, less often, ‘deception’) are really the root ideas in the 
morality of personal relations in terms of ^vh^ch the others must 
either be explained or abandoned as obfuscating and misleading. 
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force to tlic concept of ‘iiMUg people*; but I tlunk it is also very far from 
clear u'hac it means for this to be Inic. Tliough I do have many 
thoughts on this, it is a topic essentially beyond the scope of this paper. 

5 Beyond the brief remarks I have made here, I do not have a clear 
idea what 'explaining* comes to in this sort of context. As my argument 
develops tl»c concept will to some extent become clearer. 

6 Bui example 5 could easily become like c.xamplc 3 if Palsy began to 
maintain the deception because she found the status cjuo convenient 
and beneficial to her, c.g. if Erie provided her with intellectual com- 
panionship or status with her friends. In such a ease she would be using 
Eric, though that ^vould not have been her motive for getting involved 
with Erie m the first place. As the example is described, however, she 
is not keeping up the deception because she benefits from the situation; 
rather she would like to end it, but because of Eric’s feelings she sees 
no easy or unpainful >v*ay to do so 

7 It is true, however, that within the context of a personal relationship 
deception about feelings seems generally a mote serious matter than 
deception about one’s past profession. 

This example docs not sho\v that there is no characterization of 
different types of deception (in the sense we arc using) which could 
account for the moral objcctionability of using; but by taking a quite 
natural characterization of what might be such a type (i.c. deception 
about feelings) one sees, I think, the general implausibiliiy of this way 
of trying to explain using. The example also does not prove that there 
arc no other considerations which in the case of using weigh along 
with the 'type* of deception involved and ivbich together account 
for the (moral objcctionability of the) using, though I do think that 
such a position is somewhat implausible. 

8 The account would have to be modified for cases of jef/-deccption in 
using, but the basic point still holds, that in deceiving the other person 
(as well as oneself) one evidences a recognition of the objectionability 
of one’s behaviour. 

9 To say this is not, of course, to deny that one can describe types of 
cases in which someone might not object to being used. (Such a case 
is described in note 4.) As previously stated (note 4) I am far from 
clear as to what the force of the ‘negativity’ of using in the context of 
personal relationship is, and this unclarity is intimately involved tvith 
the unclarity about the nature of ^ceteris paribus objcctionability’ of 
being used to the person being used One reminder here is that I am 
considering only cases in which the using is a reasonably fundamental 
aspect of the relationship and not, for example, an isolated act of using. 

10 Example 6 presents some important difficulties of description. How 
would ^ve describe why Ann goes along ^vith a situation in which she 
is being used? It is not, I think, correct to say that she feels she is 
deriving ‘benefits’ from the relationship which outweigh, as it were, 
the ‘costs’ of being used. Nor is it a matter of a rational calculation 
and weighing of the amount of suiTering involved in the two alternatives 
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in the context of personal relations than elsewhere, where it is evident 
that feelings, emotions, and subtleties of behaviour play an important 
role, and these aspects are often not so easily described as are the 
morally relevant features in other types of moral situations. ^ ^ 

3 I recognize that my use of ‘characteristic* in ‘X is characteristic of Y 
is unclear, in that a philosopher will naturally feel that he wants to 
know more about the kind of connection I am asserting to exist between 
X and Y, e g. whether it is analytic, necessary, empirical, etc. I cannot 
answer this request for clarification; but it is also not evident to me 
that it does clarify the kinds of issues and concepts I am working with 
to try and apply such categories (I cannot justify these doubts here.) 
In any case I do think that the claims I am making which utilize 
the term ‘characteristic(ally)’ are true, if that term is taken in a fairly 
ordinary sense. 

4 This innocent-sounding remark in fact requires much qualification 
Outside the sphere of personal relationships wc often speak of ‘using 
people’ in contexts in which it seems totally unobjectionable, c g. I 
might use someone to help me jack up my car, or to work out a 
physics problem to which I need an answer. One might even say that 
A uses B whenever A hires or otherwise induces B to perform a task 
useful to A. And obviously within the sphere of personal relations this 
can also happen: 1 can use a friend to help me build my house. It is 
tempting to say that I am in this paper concerned solely with cases 
of using within personal relations which are morally objectionable and 
that I am not concerned with cases which arc not, But this would be 
tinfair. First, because there will be disputed cases and second, because 
an understanding of using should explain why using Is objectionable 
in some contexts and not in others. Nevertheless I am unprepared at 
this point to make very helpful remarks on this. One thing I can say 
is that the cases I will be considering will be ones in which in some 
sense the fact that A b using B is a fundamental aspect of the relation 
between A and B, as it is not, for example, when I have a friend help 
me build my house. One more dbclaimer: even in types of contexts 
in which tlie notion of using does carry a morally negative force, what 
that negativity comes to is very complicated and unclear For instance, 
it will not be a consequence of what I am arguing that we should be so 
overconscious about not using other people that wc avoid personal 
relationships at all (and hence avoid using people in that context). 
Nor will I be saying anything that implies that we should not be more 
open and giving in our personal relationships for fear of using and 
being used Obviously, in mstances in which using is an issue there will 
be other aspects of the situation which will weigh with the using and 
may outweigh its negativity. So sometimes it will be all right — perhaps 
even good -to use someone For example, a person may need to feel 
needed by someone else and thb consideration may be more important 
for him than the objectionability of being used Nevertheless I think it 
is important and also not obvious tfiat there is some morally negative 
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in the context of personal relations than cIseiAliere, tvlierc it is evident 
that feelings, emotions, and subtleties of behaviour play an important 
role, and these aspects are often not so easily des^bed as arc the 
morally relevant features in other types of moral situations. ^ ^ 

3 I recognize that my use of ‘characteristic* in ‘X is characteristic of Y 
is unclear, in that a philosopher trill naturally feel that he wants to 
know more about the kind of connection I am asserting to exist between 
X and Y, e g. whether it is analytic, necessary, empirical, etc. I cannot 
answer this request for clarification; but it is also not evident to me 
that it docs clarify the kinds of issues and concepts I am working with 
to try and apply such categories. (I cannot justify these doubts here.) 
In any case I do think that the claims I am making which utilize 
the term ‘characteristic(ally)* arc true, if that term is taken in a fairly 
ordinary sense 

4 This innocent-sounding remark in fact requires much qualification. 
Outside the sphere of personal relationships we often speak of ‘using 
people’ in contexts in which it seems totally unobjectionable, e g. I 
might use someone to help me jack up my car, or to work out a 
physics problem to which I need an answer. One might even say that 
A uses B whenever A hires or otherwise induces B to perform a task 
useful to A. And obviously within the sphere of personal relations this 
can also happen: I can use a friend to help me build my house. It is 
templing to say that I am in this paper concerned solely with cases 
of using within personal relations which are morally objectionable and 
that I am not concerned with cases which arc not. But this would be 
unfair. First, because there will be disputed eases and second, because 
an understanding of using should explain why using is objectionable 
in some contexts and not in others Nevertheless I am unprepared at 
this point to make very helpful remarks on this. One thing I can say 
is that the cases I will be considering will be ones in which in some 
sense the fact that A is using B is a fundamental aspect of the relation 
between A and B, as it is not, for example, when I have a friend help 
me build my house. One more disclaimer: even in types of contexts 
in which tlic notion of using does carry a morally negative force, what 
that negativity comes to is very complicated and unclear. For instance, 
it will not be a consequence of what I am arguing that we should be so 
overconscious about not using other people that we avoid personal 
relationships at all (and hence avoid using people in that context). 
Nor will I be saying anything that implies that we should not be more 
opM and giving in our personal relationships for fear of using and 
being used. Obviously, in mstances in which using is an issue there will 
be other aspects of Ae situation which will weigh with the using and 
may outweigh its negativity. So sometimes it will be all right - perhaps 
even good— to use someone. For example, a person may need to feel 
needed by someone else and this consideration may be more important 
for him than the objectionabUity of being used Nevertheless I think it 
IS important and also not obvious that there is some morally negative 
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criteria* (in the Witlgcnsteinian sense) of ‘psychological predicates’ in 
Wittgenstein and to the general current discussion and debate on 
behaviourism 

14 A fuller discussion of the concept of 'hurt’ would, among other things, 
try to sho\v the kind of picture of what it is to be hurt which is involved 
in the idea that one determines hmv bad a (type of) behaviour is by 
how much hurt it causes I will make some brief remarks on this msofar 
as It IS difficult to get fully clear on the concept of using without 
clearing up some fundamental problems with the concept of ‘hurting’ 
It IS necessary to see that we sometimes have feelings or sensations 
of hurt, but what it is to be hurt is not merely to have such sensations 
I can be hurt, even deeply hurt, without at some particular time having 
any sensations or feelings of hurt If one does view being hurt on a 
model of having certain feelings or sensations, then it is natural to view 
that which causes the hurt as fully separable and distinct from the hurt 
Itself But if one acknou ledges the greater complexity to the notion 
of hurt, which I have tried to bring out m my argument, this picture 
of the separability of the cause of the hurt from the hurt itself ceases 
to force itself on one To make these points out and to establish 
their importance would require an excursion into recent philosophy 
of mind, which is beyond the scope of this paper All these issues 
are important for a general undei^tanding of utilitarian views of 
morality and the views of the central ‘psychological predicates' on which 
these moral views depend (j c pleasure, pain, happiness) ‘hurt’ being 
such a utilitarian like concept Though I am not primarily concerned 
with utilitarianism and am not very clear about how what I am arguing 
here bears on it in general, I want to indicate one utilitarian position 
regarding hurting which I am not arguing against I am arguing that 
‘degree or amount of hurt’ cannot be determined independently of the 
context and type of behaviour which caused that hurt (where the 
behaviour is described by use of concepts which have some moral force, 
e g ‘using’) I am not arguing that the badness of some behaviour is 
not in some sense proportional to how much hurt it causes, so that the 
hurt is in some way a measure of the badness of the behaviour which 
caused it (I do, ho^vever, believe that this \ lew is also false ) My mam 
task has been to show that hurting cannot explain usmg and it is not 
necessary to refute the latter position to shou this, but only the former 
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(continuing the relationship or breaking it ofT) It is correct to say that 
her attachment to Bill is so great that she docs not Ica\ c, this is a kind 
of explanation of her conduct, and is a reason she might gi\c for why 
she remams with Bill But it is not a kind of reason or explanation 
which counts for showmg that she is raitonal to continue with Bill or 
which shows that she has \ahd reasons or good reasons to continue 
(Nor does it say that she is irrattonal) The difTicultics m describing this 
example m terms of these sorts of citegones of rationality arc not a 
consequence of ha\ing picked an unusual example, but are endemic to 
dcscnbmg behaviour withm personal relationships (See note 2 ) 

11 In this paper I have m general not made use of the distinction between 
the badness of an action and the moral blameworthiness of someone 
for doing It This is not a distinction which can always be made out 
clearly, especially m the area of personal relationships where concepts 
which refer to the ‘actions’ (c g deceiving, using) refer partly to aspects 
of human interaction (e g motives feelings, attitudes), which in other 
areas of moral conduct (e g institutional morality) arc primarily relevant 
only to the moral blameworthiness of the agent and not to the badness 
of the action itself Thus the badness of a nurse not fulfilling her duties 
m a hospital has little to do with her feelings or attitudes (It has to 
do with her duties being an integral part of an institution which serves 
human welfare ) But her feebngs or motives are certainly relevant to 
her moral blameworthiness e g she was upset by her husband beating 
her that morning and so she was lax m her duties But the badness 
of using someone m a persona! relationship itself involves (lack oO 
feelings and attitudes (eg not caring for someone one is using etc) 
Despite all this, the distinction between badness of actions and blame 
worthiness of agents can often be made in the kinds of cases I have been 
discussing I think that my arguments arc merely less clear, rather than 
false, for not generally having been explicit about the distinction 
12 The idea of the ‘degree (or amount) of hurt' can be misleading I do 
not mean to imply that in every situation m which someone is hurt, the 
hurt can (even theoretically) be placed on a quantitative scale of hurts 
The simple facts about our notion of ‘hurt* which do underpin the 
concept of ‘degree of hurt’ are that we sometimes speak of people as 
being more (or less) hurt’ (by some behaviour as compared to some 
other) as being ‘very hurt’ or ‘slightly hurt’, etc To some extent hurt 
just ij a ‘comparative’ notion and it is only to the extent which it 
actually is such a notion that the position I am considering need to claim 
that it is If A causes B to be hurt and C causes D to be hurt and 
if B s hurt and D s hurt arc not comparable, then, according to this 
position, one cannot say which of the two behaviours (G s or A’s) was 
the more morally objectionable 

13 In this discussion I have not tried to use ‘criterion’ m a way common 
m discussions of Wittgenstein’s use of that term but hopefully m a way 
somewhat closer to ordinary usage Nevertheless I do think that the 
points I am making arc relevant to a discussion of behawoural 
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That it is not altogether correct can be brought out by some 
comparisons. Consider, for example, a knife. Treating a knife as a 
knife consists of two things : using it primarily as a cutting device, 
and not abusing its capacity to perform this and other functions. 
It is, in general, a matter of respecting its potential for satisfying 
our fairly stable and long-term interests in such objects. Or con- 
sider treating an inanimate object, say a teddy-bear, as a person. 
In adults such behaviour is inappropriate because inanimate ob- 
jects do not have the power to satisfy the desires and expectations 
contained in such behaviour. In these t^vo examples, the notions 
of appropriate (and therefore inappropriate) treatment have a 
descriptive, as ^vell as an evaluative (though not moral) content. 
So does the notion of treating a person as a person, which is ^vhy 
the translation above is not entirely correct. 

Even the general characteristics of this descriptive content are 
by no means obvious. With knives, and tools generally, it consists 
largely of using them for the function(s) for which they were 
designed. With many other things (for example, teddy-bears) it is 
at least partly our having only those desires and expectations 
which the things have the power to satisfy. Neither will do as 
an account of what we are saying when %ve describe someone 
as treating another as a perK>n. Persons do not have a specific 
function, none at least which anyone has ever succeeded in des- 
cribing in a convincing manner. And many of our desires and 
expectations concerning other people which they quite clearly 
have the power to satisfy are sharply in conflict \vith treating 
them as persons. Indeed, no simple analy’sis of what counts as 
treating persons as persons is possible. In virtually every example 
which one can imagine, a variety of different principles Is at 
tvork and no one of them by itself is sufficient to justify describing 
the case as treating a person as a person. Defending this claim, 
by describing a few of the relc\'ant principles, is a main aim of 
this paper. 

Some might question whetlicr wc have a concept of treating 
a person as a person which is even remotely precise. Given its 
practical importance, wc should hope so. Only the paper itself, 
tested against our sense of what it is right to say about the con- 
cept, can ans^vc^ llic question. With the notion of treating per- 
sons as persons, unlike the notion of treating tools as tools, there 
is no easy way to drive dear wedges between dements of the 
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Recently, various institutions and persons have been the object 
of demands that they treat persons as persons, not things. The 
people making these demands complain that they arc being used 
as mere objects, as cogs in a machine, as means to others* ends, 
that they lack real human contact, that they arc isolated from 
other people, that their lives are increasingly mechanized, deper- 
sonalized, dehumanized, that relations among persons arc imper- 
sonal and alienated. On the other hand, they demand that they 
be treated as human beings, as equals, as though all men were 
brothers. The language in which these complaints and demands 
are expressed is not graced by clarity. However, one thing stands 
out -the distinction between treating persons in ways thought 
to be appropriate, perhaps uniquely appropriate, to persons, and 
treating persons as (mere) objects, as things. 

The notion of treating persons as persons, on which this paper 
will mainly dwell, might be thought to have mainly or even 
entirely a moral import, so that we could translate it, ‘treating 
^rsons as they ought, morally, to be treated’. This translation 
is both ambiguous and not altogether correct. 

It is ambiguous because it does not distinguish ‘treating per- 
sons as they ought, morally, to be treated by virtue of being per- 
sons from ‘treating persons as they ought, morally, to be treated 
by virtue of what they have have done’. If A has killed B, we 
might well believe that A ought, morally, to be punished. How- 
ever, few of us believe that persons, just because they arc persons, 
ought, morally, to be punished. (Some religious doctrines do con- 
tain that belief.) When we speak of treating persons as persons, 
\ve speak of how they ought to be treated prior to any considera- 
tion of what treatment they merity as the sort of person they are 
or by their actions. 

62 
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descriptive content and elements of the evaluative content, and 
we shall try to do so only rarely. 

For brevity, let us call principles which work to satisfy our 
demand to be treated as persons ‘s-personal’, and those which 
comprise situations in ^vhich persons are being treated ‘as objects’ 
‘objective’. 

Situations which are s-personal have something of importance 
in common with situations which are objective. Very casual en- 
counters, for example, are neither s-personal nor objective. A con- 
dition of our intelligibly treating someone either s-personally or 
objectively, is that our encounter with him have a certain degree 
of comple:dty. He must matter to us in some way (perhaps only 
as an object of control or treatment), and we must be disposed 
to embark on a wide and somewhat systematic range of activities 
concerned with him. Duration is not essential : a sexually-charged 
glance (s-personal) lasts about as long as a casual wave (neither). 
Rather, the complexity must be sufficient to provide the material 
for taking up a policy regarding him. 

The difference, however, between the s-personal and the ob- 
jective is not simply a difference between two kinds of policy; 
indeed, the two need not have in common even a disposition to 
take up a policy. Although objective treatment seems to include 
at least a disposition to take up a policy, s-personal treatment 
clearly need not. Consider a father playing happily with his child. 
Here no policy, indeed no conscious goal, moral belief or purpose 
at all, need enter.' Or consider happy lovers, or close friends. 
Here the partners need have no policy, no thought-out plan of 
action, towards each other. In such circumstances, in fact, policies 
are widely thought to be injurious. Policies are similarly unneces- 
sary for unpleasant s-personal treatment, such as might contain 
or consist of hate, anger, moral indignation, enmity, punishment 
or some acts of hostility, though a policy could hardly injure 
them. In both the pleasant and the unpleasant cases, what we do 
have is all the material to take up a policy; that is what objective 
and both sorts of s-personal treatment have in common and Avhat 
distinguishes them all from very casual encounters. 

An analysis of some principles of objective treatment would 
provide a useful contrast for the discussion of s-person-n^s to 
come. Detaclunent is one such principle. (Its contrast, involve- 
ment, might be thought to be a principle of s-person-ness, but 
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tiieorics. Principles of s-pcrson-ncss can be found in each of the 
three. Kant,“ who was perhaps tlic first philosopher to stress the 
moral importance of treating persons appropriately, emphasized 
actions and motives for actions ; he distinguished treating persons 
as ends in themselves from treating them as means, Martin Buberi 
laid his main emphasis on certain kinds of relationships, specific- 
ally what he called I-thou relationships. More recently P. F. 
Strawson (‘Freedom and Resentment’), in discussing a distinction 
similar to our distinction between s-person-ness and objectivity, 
has emphasized what he calls personal reactive attitudes. Begin- 
ning with Strawson’s discussion, let us examine attitudes first. 
Our interest is, of course, in finding principles of s-person-ness, 
not in what philosophers have said about them. 

Strawson characterizes, first, what both he and we call objec- 
tive attitudes, and contrasts them with personal reactive attitudes 
and emotions, as follows (‘Freedom and Resentment’, p 79) : 

To adopt the objeedve attitude to another human being is to 
see him, perhaps, as an object of social policy, as a subject for 
what, in a wide range of sense, might be called treatment; as 
something certainly to be taken account, perhaps precautionary 
account, of; to be managed or handled or cured or trained . , . 
The objective attitude may be emotionally toned in many 

ways But it cannot include the range of reactive feelings 

and attitudes which belong to involvement or participation 
with others in inter-personal human relationships; it cannot 
include resentment, forgiveness, gratitude, anger or the sort of 
love which two adultscan sometimes be said to feel reciprocally, 
for each other. 

Notice that Strawson, in his description of objective attitudes, 
refers implicitly to both detachment and using others for our 
ends, without (here or elsewhere) recognizing them as principles 
of the objective. Notice, too, that he contrasts the objective atti- 
tude and involvement. The latter notion might seem to be just 
the place to open an enquiry into s-person-ness In fact, it is not. 

It is too vague a concept, no clearer, in fact, than s-person-ness 
itself. Considered as a principle of s-person-ness, the main feature 
unique to involvement is the suggestion of strong emotional 
attachment. We shall see later that such attachment is not an 
important part of what most of us mean by s-pemon-ness FmaUy, 
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are), utter lack of consideration for his ‘feelings’, and many other 
things. This kind of treatment is a third principle of objectivity. 

It is logically independent of the other two. 

All three seem to have in common three further principles, not 
any of them plausible principles of objectivity by themselves, but 
each part of what lends objectivity to the principles we have 
discussed : (1) any person, M, towards whom wc direct exclusively 
objective acts, attitudes or relations could, in principle, be re- 
placed without loss to us by another person, N, having relevantly 
similar characteristics; (2) how the persons, such as M, to whom 
wc direct our attitudes, etc., sec their interests seldom matters to 
us, or seldom acts as a determinant of our behaviour, except in so 
far as noticing them is relevant to furthering our ends; and (3) 
we arc disposed (especially if our attitudes, etc., arc objective 
according to more than one of the first three principles) to inter- 
fere, if necessary with physical force, in another’s life with no more 
than precautionary regard for his opinions on the matter. Much, 
much more could be said about objectivity. However, we have 
said enough to provide an adequate contrast for our enquiry into 
s-person-ness 

Earlier we called such attitudes as hate and moral indignation, 
such emotions as anger and such acts as punishment and acts 
of enmity and hostility unpleasant s-personal. The above analysis 
of objectivity might lead us to ask whether they are, not 
s-personal, but in fact objective. Punishment is not a good 
example because the class in which it belongs is determined by 
the motives behind it. It seems right to call the rest s-personal. 
Contrast them with such acts as economic exploitation, mass 
oppression and mass extermination, all of which are paradig- 
matically, if dramatically, objective. Unpleasant s-personal atti- 
tudes, emotions and actions may not be what anybody wants to 
receive, but most people would agree that persons having such 
attitudes and emotions and performing such acts towards them 
arc treating them as persons. Later, even stronger arguments 
will become available to support the soundness of this classifica- 
tion. 

Philosophers analysing concepts similar to our concept of 
s-person-ness have, at one time or another, put certain kinds of 
attitudes, certain kinds of motives for action, and certmn charac- 
teristics of personal relationriiips at the centre of their respective 
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^vc also take up certain expectations concerning him, and make 
certain demands on him. (We can, of course, have the expecta- 
tions and demands without the attitudes, or vice versa.) If our 
demands arc met wth resentment, hostility or hatred, we arc 
unhappy but do not, at least, complain of not being treated as 
persons. If, on the other hand, what we receive is simple indiffer- 
ence to all these expectations and demands — our interests as we 
see them — then ^ve have grounds for the complaint. We demand, 
generally, more than personal reactive attitudes. We also demand 
various non-rcactive attitudes special to persons, such as goodwill, 
consideration, respect and — a very important attitude - parity. 
The latter is the attitude that others are, if not exactly the same 
as us, at any rate equal to us in certain respects. (We shall des- 
cribe it in greater detail later.) So at least some non- 
reactive altitudes (and emotions) feature in principles of 
s-person-ness. 

Attitudes, reactive or otherwise, arc not usually central, and 
could never by themselves be sufficient, to s-person-ness, because 
s-person-ness is a way of treating people. However the kind of 
treatment, i.e. the kind of actions ivhich a person is giving or re- 
ceiving, is determined largely by the motive behind the actions. 
The nature of the motives is, in turn, often criterially tied to the 
attitudes of the actor. The precise structures of these ties are intri- 
cate and endlessly intriguing. However, these ties are not im- 
portantly s-personal by themselves. Some kinds of motives, on the 
other hand, are, at least when they are expressed in actions. 

Perhaps the most promising motive, or rather kind of motive, 
is acting for the sake of another. The phrase, ‘for the sake of 
another’, and its cognates (such as ‘for his sake’), is curious and 
difficult to analyse. It makes sense to speak of acting ‘for his 
sake’ in the case of a person, but not ‘for its sake’ in the case of a 
thing. Yet many plausible translations of the phrases apply 
sensibly to both : ‘for its benefit’, ‘for the sake of bettering it,’ etc. 
T\vo plausible candidates do not apply sensibly other than to 
persons: ‘in his interest’ and ‘because he wants (or “would 
want”) me to’; but then they are neither of them complete trans- 
lations of ‘for his sake’. If I do something for the sake of someone, 

I need not be doing something in his interest (let alone doing it 
because it is in his interest), nor even more clearly because he 
wants, or would want, me to. Nor need I be doing it because it 



68 /. A. Brook 


since involvement is more than a matter of attitude and ^ 
it is not even an exact contrast to detachment, or objective 
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tuciesingenciui. ^ 

As examples of personal reactive attitudes and emotions btra\v- 
son mentions resentment, gratitude, forgiveness, h^tility, con- 
tempt, anger and (some kinds of) love. They are distinct from, 
though, he tells us, analogous to, moral reactive attitudes and 
emotions such as moral indignation, disapprobation and approval, 
and self-reactive attitudes and emotions such as guilt, shame, re- 
morse, regret, and feeling responsible, obliged and morally bound. 
Neither moral reactive nor self-reactive attitudes and emotions 
are plausible principles of s-person-ness, though in situations 
where only moral reactive or objective attitudes are appropriate, 
it may well be more s-personal to adopt the moral reactive ones. 

Personal reactive attitudes and emotions seem to be charac- 
terized by the fact that in having them, ^ve become open to injury 
or benefit, not just from the acts of persons to ^vhom they are 
directed, but abo from their intentions, motives and attitudes. 
More exactly, we become open to injury or benefit from their 
intentions, motives or attitudes toward us just because (a) they 
have them and (6) the intentions, motives and attitudes are Nvhat 
they are. Sometimes the injury or benefit comes directly from 
their intentions etc. ; sometimes their intentions etc. merely add to 
or change the quality of an already-present injury or benefit. The 
feature of personal reactive attitudes and emotions just described 
might be called the ‘special pleasure/pain (SPP) feature’. It is 
distinct from a second Having each such attitude or emotion about 
someone makes us susceptible to having it augmented or diminished, 
or a cognate attitude evoked (c.g. anger in the case of feeling 
hatred), by his actions and intentions towards us. We might call 
this feature the ‘special change-of-attitude (SCA) feature’. Of 
course, in having personal reactive attitudes or emotions, we need 
not actually experience either SPP or SCA. Also, ^ve can experi- 
ence one without the other, e g. increased anger at a person (SCA) 
without injury or benefit from his intentions (SPP), or special 
benefit from the attitudes he adopts to me (SPP) mthout addi- 
tional gratitude (SCA), If, however, we are open neither to SPP 
nor SCA from someone, then it is difficult to conceive that we 
have personal reactive attitudes to him at all. 

Normally, in taking up personal reactive attitudes to someone 
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pleases him or would please him if he knew. Howcv'cr, if I claim 
to be doing something for his sake, but deny that I am doing it 
for any of these three reasons, what can I mean? Not tliat I am 
doing it for his sake; these three arc each sufficient and seem to 
be, together, disjunctively necessary. 

It is interesting that if I do something for the sake of a person, 
1 must always aim at getting something valuable to him — that 
is, something which at least I believe to be valuable to him. (Acts 
^vhich we do for the sake of children or people of whom we dis- 
approve are often and emotionally considered by ihem not to be 
valuable.) As a consequence, acting for tlic sake of others cannot 
be a complete account of s-pcrson-ncss because it cannot account 
for what we called earlier the unpleasant s-personal attitudes and 
acts, such as resentment, hostility, hate, anger and acts of enmity. 

Indeed, it is possible tliat we cannot act even simply to dam- 
age someone (which, if it were possible, tvould be a close cousin of 
acting for his sake). Difficulties in deciding wbat is true here will 
arise later, but it seems that to act to damage someone may always 
be also to act to satisfy a desire to damage him; whereas clearly, 
to act for the sake of someone need not be to act to satisfy a 
desire to benefit him. In acting for his sake I may, in fact, satisfy a 
desire to act for his sake But to say that from this it follows that 
I acted to satisfy such a desire is to confuse the reason for an act 
with the results of an act. 

This lack of parallel between the pleasant and the unpleasant 
may lead us to question anew the placing of the latter. Our answer 
must be the same as before. Though not entirely similar in char- 
acter to the pleasant s-personal attitudes and acts, the unpleasant 
ones are tied so closely to the pleasant ones that they belong in 
the same class First, all the unpleasant attitudes and acts con- 
tain an implicit or explicit demand for change in their object. 
A necessary condition of such a demand being intelligible is that 
the person making the demand believe that its object has the 
ability to choose -in general, what we usually mean by ‘free 
will . Someone will, undoubtedly, object that it makes perfect 
sense to hate the weather. Such hatred does indeed contain a 
demand, or at any rate, a widi, that the weather change. How- 
ever, hating the ^^eathe^ is not on all fours with hating persons : 

strongly dislike’ adequately translates ‘hate’ in *I hate the 
weather’ (on some Canadian mornings I doubt tliat !) ; it does not 
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new principles of s-pcrson-ness readily appear. To take just one 
exanSrwrean force or persuade creatures tvhom we cannot 
advise. Advising is a principle of 

have seen of objectivity. A characteristic of advising, the adviser s 
necessary intention to have the adwsee freely “P 
might well be another principle of s-person-ness. T 

Scidentally.aeentralpartofwhatitistobeeo^ 

examples will present themselves when we turn to discuss 

s-personal principles in .„,,,jlv contempla- 

Before we do, we might consider briefly a j Pg,f_ 

tive motive which, though not a pnncip e o p j,g_ 

is of fundamental utility in achieving Lample, of 

lationships. It is also an example, indeed 
the unique status principle. The motive b to see things as othe 

" Vf -"ting for the sake of another' wi^ ^’TP-V "^tn ^ 
down, ‘seeing things as ‘ urse have the other 

have a vicarious expemnee ^ ^^t is pXbl 
person s experience. The very tnoug v having give 

Lther, the behavioural signs of the “P“ to lead 
us sufficient insight into what and how 

us to say such things as ‘I ‘'"T 'm betoJ toflSing in 
modestly and often rnore A us is interestingly 

his way of seeing what we bot ^jear 

different from my way of seeiig it. e g^yom transparent 

about what is the difference. Howev , { g^^ing 

to us -if it were, perhaps intimations of others ways 

things would not excite us so. distinguished 

The above sort of vicarious ^ ^^hted a^ his im- 

from being pleased at ^t'°tl>«' = ^ be dis- 

provement or the advancement o • „ .up effects especially 

^guished from vicariously *0 efferis^^^ 

the pleasant or painful or beneficia or 

actions. (This sort of vicious ^pene^ ex- 

s-person-ness of our actions.) usually we do not intimate 

perience is something in the other, but usuai^ 

a way of experiencing °f“^periencing’ above is by 

The meaning of the notion , ^bat we gain when we 

no means clear. An analogy migh P- be compared 

intimate the way another sees thing P 
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sake of the house. To act ‘for the sake of the liousc’ can only mean 
to act ‘for the sake of its value' (implicitly 'to someone’). In 
general, we can treat s-pcrsonally only those things which have 
intentions. On the other hand, that something has intentions is 
not a necessary condition of treating it objectively. 

The above observations suggest t^vo more principles of s-pereon- 
ncss. They also hint at a very important general feature of 
s-pcisonal principles. The two principles arc what wc might call 
the ‘special status principle’ and, closely related to it, the ‘unique 
status principle’. Wc generally value, as s-personal, attitudes and 
actions towards us which cannot intelligibly be directed towards 
anything but persons (and, often, higher mammals). Wc also 
generally value, as s-personal, others* vicNving us as unique among 
persons. (The latter principle is, of course, the contradictory of 
the replaceabiUty feature of objective attitudes and actions.) So 
the s-person-ness of acting for the sake of another consists in 
part of the fact that wc cannot act for the sake of inanimate 
objects. 

Attitudes, actions and relations which wc can intelligibly aim 
only at persons and higher mammals will be, then, good 
hunting ground for principles of s-pcrson-ncss. Wc make better 
progress in finding such attitudes, etc., if we think of persons acting 
on one another, rather than contemplating or perceiving one an- 
other, The reasons \vhy arc not easy to find, but an example illus- 
trates the point. When wc think of perceiving something just 
out of interest in what it is (something very close to aesthetic pei- 
ception), people and dogs and houses and paintings are on all 
fours. This is the most disinterested form of perception. But ^vhen 
we think of acting for the sake of another, the most disinterested 
form of action, we find a clear distinction between what is possible 
towards the inanimate and what is possible towards people. 

In fact, most s-personal principles can be used only on human 
action and interaction. Tliis is a point of some importance about 
the concept of s-person-ness Buber failed to notice this featuie 
of s-person-ness, partly because he did not pay much attention 
to the difference between contemplation and action. As a result, 
the class of objects with which he claimed we can enter I— thou 
relationships is implausibly large. 

When we think of different sorts of human action and inter- 
action from the standpoint of the special status principle, some 
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form of misusing someone, but it is still misuse But ™P; 

nort is simply our conviction that such interest is not part of what 
Ftt toTeat penons in a way uniquely appropnate to persom 
However interest in another’s way of seeing things is one of *c 
mosl imi^n ant vehieles for achieving satisfactory s-personal 

'“XSbSp. ».c .1 .h. »«. 

prtnopfa ol ^ppra-ra. Nm »ll “ 'Sfli 

personal relations. ‘Being bigger than >5 ' j relations 

‘personal relationship’ for a fairly 

among persons. Only these relations contain add.ttonal pnncipt 

Ara”of the notion, ‘pemonal 

monly used, yields die folloiving crucna p ^ ^ 

(1) need have no converse. If A ** P’SS" . ^ imostany- 

smaller than A. But if A is ^ is a 'purely grammati- 

thing at all to A. (But sec (7) and (8).) This is a purely g 

“\?Sthat at least one teimofthe^^^^^^^^ 

or emotions or intentions towards *1^® ‘richer’ etc do not 
that he has them.) Thus ‘bigger’, since, 

name personal relauons. Tha anything concerning 
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personal relationships, though their 

sonal relationships. ,, , are also true 
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additional criterion, many have two, treatment 

none of which is compatible with o 1“ ^ ^ one term take up an 

(5) In a pemonal relation, not only “™(s), but the 

attitude, emotion, desire or intention same 

other(s) must respond. The response disapprove of, 

attitude etc. (a mutual relaUonship), it m > , or it may 

refuse to satisfy or in other ways reject the attitude . 
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to what we gain when we first learn how to hear beauty, or even 
perhaps, order, in music \vhich was previously just noise. (Learn- 
ing to listen to atonal music is, for some, an example.) We hear 
the same noises in the same sequence. But something is added. 
Partly we gain the insight into relationships among the noises. 
But only partly. Another, less analysablc, part of what we gain 
is a sense that what we are hearing is unified, ‘hangs togcUicr , 
and that certain noises are inevitable, ‘just right*, or belong where 
they are. Similarly with gaining insight into the way another secs 
things. We intimate a way of unifying a personality different 
from our way. Partly we intimate ne^v ^vays of associating ex- 
periences. Sometimes we gain insight into ways of toning 
experiences emotionally, different from our ways : another fears 
what we do not, and these fears colour his experience differently 
from ours. But often what is different is as difficult to analyse as 
beauty or unity in music. Think of the ways of experiencing of tlie 
innocent, of those who have a sense of ^vonde^, or of the ironically 
world-weary. These people can experience all the same objects 
and events as we do. But something is different - and the differ- 
ences are repulsive, attractive, compelling, delightful, exciting, 
boring, etc. 

Whatever It is precisely, a person’s way of experiencing is as 
unique to him as his face — and may indeed be one reason why 
his face is unique. It is also uniquely him, the most important 
element of his being the person he is, having the personality he 
has If our interest in him is in his way of seeing, in vicariously 
experiencing what he experiences in the way he experiences it, 
he will usually be flattered. We are interested in him, to use one 
idiom, ‘as a person’. 

Such interest, and especially motives and actions arising from 
such interest, is a large part of many people’s notion of s-person- 
nep. Nor, if the unique status principle is sound, should this sur- 
prise us We act towards him in a way not only impossible with 
other than persons, but in a way imposrible with anyone but him. 
Contrast this with the replaceabiUty feature of objectivity. Never- 
theless, such interest does not seem importantly s-personal by it- 
self. Some support for this can be derived from the fact that such 
interest is entirely compatible with both sorts of objectivity : de- 
tachment, and using another for our ends. Selfish interest in 
another’s way of seeing things may well be the most s-personal 
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them s-pcrsonal. Somctlung is missing. When jjjy! 

we use words such as ‘intbalancc' ‘asymme , lack of equality^ 
and ‘lack of parity’. To expose what is in fact missing, P 
Im til inplcaJant but clearly s-pcrsonal “ 

hate/pity relationships. Neither of them need satisfy ^ 
matieVeriterion of reversibility. On the o*'- 
contain mutually satisfying exchanges. ( satisfactory 

s-pcrsonal relationships.) The ditt relationship, 
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such asymmetry is the atecncc o pan y,^ * 
principle of s-person-ncss. The posi i > P ^t so far for 
have called the unpleasant s-pcrsonal is the Best pp 

so naming it. seiaality offers one 

This distinction between, c.^ hate . , 'S' ^ s-personal to 

explanation of why it is held by many instead 

express honest hatred or anger jing’. Hatred con- 

treat its object with ‘tolerance’ or anything the 

tains no suggestion that the ° particular, that its object 

hater has. Such 'understanding does, p q£ course, 

lacks one’s ability to guide wth true suspen- 

such suppression is to be sharply sincerely believe 

sion of such emotions as hate and other than 

that the person we are inclined to hate could don 

he did. Ground for such suspension is an elem 
tragedy. in mv alloiving 

Parity can consist in f''?’*"hL”every significant power, 

the other, and acting as though he > no\ver to ioose, 

quality and ability which I him no powers 

and to control his o\vn behaviour), m my g^ and perhaps 
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of the inherently reversible relations • -^j^sonal relation- 
s-person-ness of both pleasant and unp e 

ships. . what the s-personal 

Earlier, in the course of commenting rrlations ^\’ere men- 
and the objective have in common, perso 
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even be a studied and partly genuine mdifTcrcncc (c-g. 'he bores 

me’). , 

(6) In at least a large number of cases, the response must be one 
which encourages or at least allo^vs a developing pattern of ex- 
changes of some sort — of actions, attitudes, objects, etc. For in 
these cases, if the response leaves no room for further exchange, 
we say that no relationship has been formed. 

Finally (7) with some relationships, the response must be the 
same as the approach : if I offer him friendship, he must respond 
^vith friendship for a relation of friendship to exist between us. 

(8) The grammatical criterion in these cases is reversibility : if 
A r’s B, B must also r A. (7) and (8) do not contradict (1), but 
for the few personal relationships to which they apply, they do 
impose a restriction on the kinds of asymmetrical relationships 
possible. 

Since the satisfaction of (5), and perhaps also (6), is a necessary 
condition of the presence of a personal relationship, it is clear 
that we do not use the phrase for both objective and 
s-personal relationships between persons but restrict it to the 
latter. 

So much for the criteria of a personal relitionship. None of 
them, not even (5) or (6), constitutes the s-person-ness of an 
s-personal relationship Such s-person-ness could, of course, con- 
sbt in some or all of the principles already discovered. Ho^vever, 
some characteristics of the relationships themselves are s-personal. 

Most of us would include, among personal relationships, 
sycophancy and servility These relationships do not seem to be, 
precisely, objective, yet we hesitate to call them s-personal either. 
Examining them will uncover some s-personal features of relation- 
ships. Both are master-servant relationships which can occur 
outside the context of institutions We hesitate to call them objec- 
tive because they are relations possible only with persons (and, 
perhaps, God); they often include a desire to see things as another 
sees them (on the part of at least one party to the relationship) ; 
they are often aimed at a person because he is the person he is ; 
they often contain a developing pattern of exchanges; they fre- 
quently mclude a heavy emotional involvement; and finally, they 
are chosen by one party and often at least acceded to by the 
other. (This last is itself a prmaple of s-person-ness ) 

We hesitate to call them objective Yet we also hesitate to call 
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apprapriatcly free of desires, nrotives goals or 

eulty is that rve know only loo well that often people act om 

uneLeious motives and as often from moUyes ‘>'^7 1^“^= 

suppressed and about which they arc deee.ymg 
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goal, plan, motive or desire at all. the t 

purely personal end, a common °Li,osp successful conclusion 
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tioned in which neither party to the relation has a goal. Per^nal 
relations of this sort arc important for a number of reasons. They 
are examples of parity, indeed of mutually satisfying parity. They 
show the way antecedents of action can affect the quality of re- 
lationships - an important point. And, finally, they contain yet 
another principle of s-person-ness. 

In addition to being able to act for our own sake, and for 
the sake of another, we can also act for the sake of no one at all, 
or more accurately, with no motive, goal or plan to which to 
attach the concept, ‘for die sake oP, at all. Many of the purest 
examples of s-personal relations have this characteristic. It is a 
principle of s-person-ness. Think of a father playing with his 
child. He need have no motive, desire, goal or plan. He need 
not play with his child for his sake, the child’s sake, for the sake 
of duty or even for the sake of enjoying the play (though he un- 
doubtedly does enjoy it, as does the child). Similarly with, for 
example, hugging one’s wife. The act may fit into a long-term 
project of making a happy marriage. But clearly one need not 
have this project in mind, nor need it be a reason for the action. 
An objection to this view holds that one must do these actions, 
play with the child or hug the wife, because of something, e.g. in 
this case, love; for if, in this case, no love, tlien no actions. The 
answer to the objection is that so long as ‘because’ in the last 
sentence is parsed in a counter-factual such as Tf no love, then 
no actions’, then no objection has been raised. Such a ‘because’ 
is not used in stating a reason for an action. Rather, it states a 
condition. Such actions, devoid of any reason, and the relations 
they create are what wc call ‘spontaneous’, ‘immediate’, ‘natural’, 
‘direct’ or ‘pure’. Love is one of their commonest backgrounds. 
Indeed, love might be described in part as the doing of things, 
which give love’s object pleasure, for no reason at aU. An often 
delightful (or, if the love affair is cliancy, quite anxious) impulse 
towards the other is all we need find 'when ^ve look into our 
store of motives or reasons for actions. 

We might ask whether any of the unpleasant s-personal atti- 
tudes, acts, or relations are covered by the principle just discussed. 
Here the answer is much less clear. A difficulty is inlierent in 
trying to settle, both in the case of particular examples, and in 
general, whctlier any apparent cases, either pleasant or un- 
pleasant, are acts of persons a^^rarc of ^vhat they are doing, yet 
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We might wonder if any of them or any set of thm is su» 
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theory might be found in the drug su -c , urations’. 
sonal relationships are a matter of the ng 
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diaracteristic, whether held by one person or more than one, 
joint ends. ^ ... 

We may or may not, in desiring a joint end, liavc its jointress 
in mind. Whether we do is not important. More important, from 
the point of view of s-person-ncss, is whether someone desires a 
joint end (o) merely for himself, or (h) for the other pcrson(s) 
neces.sarily involved. Since {a) is selfishness, it seems that relations 
such as friendship are, in principle, compatible with selfishness. 
On the other hand, (b) is clearly a principle of s-pcrson-nc.^, since 
acting on (6) vs'Oiild be acting for the sake of another. 

That the end in (b) is joint adds, however, something new to 
its s-person-ness. Let us ignore the motive for seeking the end and 
concentrate on the end itself- To do so, we must remove an am- 
biguity. ylll ends in acting for the sake of another arc joint ends; 
for they must be obtained in another to be obtained for oneself. 
So in order to convince ourselves that the jointness of joint ends 
adds to s-person-ness, we should make clear that some joint ends 
are possible in which the jointness is compatible with not acting, 
with respect to that end, for the sake of another. Among such 
joint ends are those, e g. friendship, where what is obtained by 
oneself is the same as what is obtained by the other(s). 

Against the claim that this restriction picks out a class of ends 
which adds to s-person-ness, someone might point to a desire 
that everyone be rich. It is a desire for a joint end, yet is hardly 
what most people call s-personal To meet this suggestion, we 
might divide the class of joint ends, calling ends, such as the 
present one, where desiring something for more than oneself is a 
necessary condition of having a joint end, x-ends, and calling the 
rest y-ends With y-ends, the necessary tie to the other is not in 
the fact that the desire is a desire ranging over more than one 
person (x-ends), but in the nature of what is desired without 
reference to the person(s) for whom it is desired (y-ends). In fact, 
only relationships could be y-ends ; only relationships contain a 
necessary tie to another. Some examples are friendship, comrade- 
ship and reciprocal love. When obtained, y-ends, no matter what 
the motive for obtaining them, are strongly s-personal; they are 
close to being a sufficient condition of s-person-ness in one 
principle. However, they could not, because they cover so few 
cases, be a central principle. 

We now have a considerable collection of s-personal principles. 
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Introduction 

Thinking about minutiae of usage 'l"^°are™ip- 

cation between different applications of t ic s. grades 

ful activities ; from cither of 1*''^'"’ arilv perhaps, are 

and distinctions in ordinary thought which ordm^anly,p^^ 
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by a strange variety of terms, sueh as service, f 

spirit, generosity - as good; and, tlicrcforc, V 

suaded to express our vague moral convictions 

cal form of the belief tliat a man is good, or is really ’ J 

so far as he is unscirish; that there can he no exc^ 

ness; that he must do as much as he can to shmv ns 

and that this whole business of the expression of 

his life must be genuine and heartfelt, involving real feelings as 

well as a public front or image. in this 

In reality I think ‘our’ social class is not very pe™l>^ >" “ _ 
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remote culturally from ‘ours’, divides the S “P , , them, 
as those concerned with others from those ^ un- 

The belief to which I suggest ‘our’ =*vowed moraWy o^^^ 
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injury is our own or someone elses. &o hroborlton 
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for the miserable fello^v human being , cmre every man 
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particular considerations beyond dieir customary context. Of 
course, the linguisUc mode of presentation of the case, the use 
of particular empirical premises and the philosophic attempt to 
find general relevance may occur in one passage of argument to- 
gether rather than successively. For instance, I try in a lingtiistic- 
ally presented argument in section III to suggest from what 1 
believe to be agreed empirical premises certain conclusions about 
mental causes, which themselves interest me as part of a problem 
in morals. 

But where no agreed premises arc to hand, we repeatedly find 
fundamental problems whose solutions arc either non-philosophi- 
cal or nonexistent. There the philosopher’s only advantage should 
be that in taking sides for non-philosophical reasons he can see 
what he is doing. 

So my enquiry is linguistically constructed ; it aims to expose 
one of these intractable problems (in morals) by contrast ^vith 
some tractable ones (in morals and the philosophy of mind). 

n 

Some common opinions adumbrated 

J. S. Mill* suggested that pagan self-assertion is possibly as good 
as Christian self-denial. If we take Christian self-denial as being 
self-denial in the interest of others — ‘laying do\vn one’s life for 
one’s friends’ - 1 think Mill’s view is that of a small minority. 
Shakespeare probably evokes more response when he presents 
Richard IIP as a man who *is himself alone", and thus as repul- 
sive to others as he is careless of them, a desperate blackguard %vho 
finally discovers that because he is all men’s enemy, he has no 
peace with himself. On the other hand, when we read Hume’s 
presentation in the Enquiry concerning the Principles of Morals 
of man as naturally generous, naturally responsive to the needs 
of others, we may think the idea unrealistic, but most of us would 
at least wish that its correspondence to reality were greater. By 
‘we’ I mean primarily people with an upbringing like my own : 
perhaps people with a suburban and Anglican background are 
morally peculiar. But there is a section of humanity, even if only 
a restricted section, brought up not only to a view different from 
Mill’s, but to regard selfishness as a vice, and its opposite — known 
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I do not see that the dead have any place ; .Vnd yet 
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devote not only our concern, but also our love to each anil to all 
impartially with ourselves. 

Unfortunately, we cannot do it. Roughly speaking, our concern 
seems to fall into three circles, the innermost of concern \vitli and 
for ourselves, the middle of concern tvitli and for those about us, 
and the outermost full of shifting and \vcak interests in tilings and 
people more distant. If there is an air crash and a hundred people 
are killed, I -will probably think vaguely that there may be a need 
for tighter regulations or something and forget the matter in a 
minute; if someone I know is killed, I say the matter b brought 
home to me, meaning that the impression on my emotions js 
stronger and not so soon forgettable; if I tserc in an aero- 
plane I thought ^vas about to crash, the intensity and absorp- 
tion of my interest ^^ould be, to say tlic least, on a quite difTcrent 
scale. 

But, of course, it b possible for a matter to be distant, yet for 
a man to feel more concern about it than he docs for those he 
meets every day I have known people in Oxford who felt like 
that about Vietnam. It b also possible to feel shattering grief for 
the death or pain of another. The former possibility shotvs the 
power of what I call intellectual commitment, somctliing I shall 
dbcuss presently. The latter possibility suggests to me not merely 
that there are exceptions and borderline eases within my first 
rough classification of the degrees of our concern, but that the 
classification b mbtaken because it obscures an important fact, 
that there b some coincidence bct^vcen generosity and self- 
interest. 

Of course, there b very much more to be said at the sight of 
shattering grief than thb, but it b one trutli about the matter 
which seems to me very often to stand out. The person stricken 
has lost the self-fulfilment which he hoped to have with or in ^vhat 
b lost. Great personal love for someone dead, one of the most con- 
siderable sources of such grief, seems almost always to involve 
hopes of a shared future (socual love b a clear example, so b the 
situation of a middle-aged person who lives for the service he or 
she can render to an aged parent) or else hopes that the person 
lost ^vould have fulfilled us or some aspiration of ours (children 
are the best example of that). A very similar emotion might arise 
from outraged patriotism or partisan loyalty, which are always 
highly important examples of our concern witlr others. Someone 
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is unrestricted in its range and to which anyone 
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artihcial, that is useful for empirical discourse, D 
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III 

Compassion: is it a mental cause? 

Perhaps we shall see this moral attitude and its claims to justifica- 
tion in a clearer light if we ask what variety of relations may be 
covered by such labels as ‘commitment’ and ‘concern’. I shall con- 
centrate on the latter term. 

Concern divides into two elements at first glance. There is the 
passive clement which appears when we say ^vc feel concerned 
for others. And there is the active clement which appears when 
we say we are actively concerned with something or that our con- 
cern shQ\vs itself in our labours. 

I take the passive element, which I call compassion, first. I hope 
to show that it is advantageous for the study of the active clement 
to know what compassion is. I define it as an emotional dislike for 
the harm of others quite irrespective of any harm to oneself. It is 
naturally associated with the ability to rejoice in the good for- 
tune of others even when one has no such good fortune oneself, 
though this is not normally treated as a vital part of the emotions 
relevant to concern, since it has not the same relation with prac- 
ticalities; fortunate people, in the respect that they are fortunate, 
do not need help. It is logically dissociated from what it is m 
practice often accompanied by or mingled with, aesthetic revul- 
sion from the effects of cruelty. But the disposition to be sick at 
the sight of blood is different from the disposition profoundly to 
regret that it should be shed; we can sec this when we consider 
that the former disposition is compatible with the disposition to 
applaud ruthlessness and to regard oneself as a weakling in need 
of a cure, or with a morbid enjoyment of the whole business. Of 
real, though vain, compassion, Augustine’s weeping for Dido is a 
famous and clear example, 

It would follow from my definition that no special relation to 
oneself is necessary in order to qualify for compassion and thj'i 
someone, ivhoever he is, is entided to it solely on the ground of 
having taken harm. It would follow from the law of univcrsaliz- 
ability that if you are going to claim compassion on such grounds, 
you sliould accord it on the same grounds. Here I think my defini- 
tion coincides with the common moral opinion that there is such 
a thing as compassion or kindness, preferable to its opposite, which 
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it elements of this kind did not sometimes exist in the scries mak- 
ing up human actions. But we know empirically that they arc 

neither artificial nor abolishablc. . 

First there is discourse concerning hypocrisy. Ihc hypocrite 
pretends he has motives that he really lacks and dissemble the 
motives that he has. What we need in practice to discover is just 
those motives which his overt bcliaviour is designed to conceal. 

Some hypocrites arc detected. But consider tlip difference be- 
tween the detected hypocrite and the morally lapsed man. Both 
are similar in that their actions at an earlier time led us to believe 
that they ^vcre constantly committed to high moral standar^, 
but their later actions can no longer support such a belief. But in 
the case of the hypocrite wc now tliink that our belief was false 
always, even at times when all the evidence tve could then have 
discovered would have supported it. 

Not all hypocrites arc detected. Perhaps if the man had died 
last year, wc would never have suspected him. But now tve must 
admit that the ascriptions to him of characteristics -such as low 
moral standards, or no moral standards, and certainly constant 
pretence -that would have falsified our belief about him, would 
have been justified even then. So some tniths about a man may 
be unknown from his overt bcliaviour throughout his life. 

But wc can search for these truths, and if wc discover them, wc 
can use them effectively within our tlicories for the prediction of 
human behaviour. Provided the theories ^vc use satisfy our 
standards for fruitfulness in prediction and elegance in use, why 
should wc hesitate to admit that this scarcli is a search for causal 
laws?’ 


One reason for hesitation might be that tlieorics for the predic- 
tion of human bcliaviour arc not yet developed to a satisfactory 
state. I agree they may not be developed well enough to support 
a complete determinism. But I Avant to avoid that complex sub- 
ject and merely say that it seems a matter of the plainest common 
sense that wc can only live our lives on tlic basis of some practical 
understanding of how other people can be expected to behave. 
Tills understanding is sufficiently subtle to resist exact and com- 
prehensive formulation in words, but this does not prevent our 
being able to foresee the outcome of several very different situa- 
tions, and able to marshal our knowledge quite effectively at short 
notice. It is the sort of knowledge wc can expect to expand or 
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rect behaviour towards the Queen could not continue \vithout a 
struggle, and therefore might not in the end continue at all. Once 
again, here is tlie discovery of cause affording grounds for a pre- 
diction. Once again what is discovered is ex hypothesi something 
hidden, not part of bodily behaviour. 

We may also note that most people feel tliat those of their 
efforts directed to psychological control are as much causes as 
those directed to the production of some change in the material 
^vorld. Both kinds of effort, of pushing a tveight like Sisyphus or 
of restraining lust hke Lancelot, seem to pass the Humean test 
of regular conjunction and we could theorize about them in ways 
that \vould be causal by our standards. Now, these efforts may 
be accepted as causal, but still be interpreted as nothing but cer- 
tain episodes in bodily hfc, during which we act in a certain way 
- grit our teeth and so on. But we have then accepted at least that 
they are causal, and to describe an efficient cause C as operative 
on an object O is to admit that O displays to a significant extent 
a difference D when C is present, and that O displays D to a signi- 
ficantly lesser extent where C is not present. Hence O has causal 
properties of its own such that, other things being equal, it resists 
entry into the condition where D is displayed. If this were not 
true of O, then O might display D as often %rithout C as in C’s 
presence, and there would be no reason to formulate the causal 
law that G is operative on O — which is contrary to hypothesis. 

So, just as the stone resists Sisyphus because it has the causal 
property of inertia (that is, it is in a state such that it can be 
predicted that it will not move without impact), Lancelot resists 
his o^vn efforts at self-control because he has what must, pun 
ralionBy be admitted to be the causal property of lustfulness — that 
is, he is in a state such that he can be predicted to be less likely 
to refrain from adultery than another man whom Guinevere 
leaves cold. So if the effort (even behaviouristically interpreted) 
is a cause, then the state characterized by lustfulness is a cause. 
And to say ‘the state characterized by lustfulncss’ differs only by 
being a circumlocution from saying ‘lustfulness’ according to 
common speech. Emotion-describing words have precisely the 
function of discriminating one state of the person from another; 
in this discrimination they may refer to hidden properties, by my 
previous argument. And the analysis is in any case causal, not 
dispositional or Rylcan. 
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If there is a connection between an intention and its achieve- 
ment, it must therefore be non-analytic. There can then be no 
objection to our asking whether experience allows us to formulate 
rules for such connections which can be organized within the 
theoretical structure of our explanations and predictions of be- 
haviour. The answer must empirically be ‘yes’. If so, there seems 
no reason to reject or reinterpret the common sense view that 
intentions succeed according as they arc stronger and the cir- 
cumstances are less difficult, and fail as they are ^veaker and the 
circumstantial difficulties greater. And this view in its obvious 
interpretation is quite recognizably a causal theory making cus- 
tomary allowance for the effect of countervailing causes. 

There are, of course, many accounts of mental states in which 
conflict is all-important, with the result in terms of outward be- 
haviour dependent on the result of the conflict. The mental states, 
such as Lancelot’s love, and the out\vard results such as his 
adultery, must therefore be specifiable without logical connections 
that ’ivould restrict causal analysis. For there is no conflict with- 
out countervailing forces; and on any view that connected the 
mental state logically with one outcome alone, not merely ^vith 
the alternative of the achievement or prevention of this outcome, 
countervailing forces could not exist. 

IV 

Identification of compassion 

Even if it is sensible to suppose that compassion exists as a real 
mental cause, talk of it ^vould still be otiose if there did not exist a 
\vay of identifying it. I think ways do exist, and ways that tell 
against the suggestion that talk of compassion as causal may be as 
artificial as talk of electrons. 

However ive understand the word ‘compassion’, most of us 
would agree that there may be difficulties because what appear 
to be compassionate acts can be spurious because of an ulterior 
purpose, or because the agent’s real aim is self-advertisement. 
How arc wc to tell the difference? 

It has traditionally been regarded as plausible to say that in 
our own minds we can discern one emotion from another by in- 
tuition or introspection. Few modem philosophers would go that 
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far; I would go further, and say that it is not contradictory to 
suppose that we can intuit the mental states of others and indeed 
that we sometimes do. Without any such intuition, even of our- 
selves, it is hard to think that the language of mental states could 
ever have arisen, let alone have come to seem so intuitive and 
plausible. 

THs argument would have little force if mental-state language 
tvere just a set of ways of speaking, all reducible to physical obser- 
vation language. But if the argument of the last section was right, 
this is not so. Mental states can be regarded as existences distinct 
from any physical state; they have causal properties and therefore 
should be so regarded. 

Now it is another feature of the language in which these tilings 
are discussed that they are often said to be felt. Tliis clearly docs 
not mean simply that we feel the somatic sensations associated 
'vith the emotion. IE I weep with grief for Dido, that is a different 
^penence from weeping because of onion fumes, even though 
y tear-ducts are doing the same thing and the nerves making 
^^P^rts of their doing it. And this is not a difference we 
^n^hbg context; we experience it, without tvorking 

dedd^^ specific nature of a mental state can be 

To sa^ tb ^ ‘direct’ as that of seeing or hearing. 
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hy a procMc un Y in a metaphorical sense, or are all arrived 
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analogy and general experience td! us differently, we do not 
have to accept the report of intuition any inore than we have to 
believe the reports of our eyes that the twig sticking out of the 


water is bent. 

This corresponds to the customary fact that we can be more 
or less perceptive, more or less gullible, about our own psycholo^- 
cal states. There is a distinction, now part of common speech, 
between reason and rationalization; every psychiatrist must know 
the difference betiveen people \vho can honestly appreciate the 
reasons for their actions and those who cannot, those ^vho habitu- 
ally indulge in rationalization about themselves. Every salesman 
and confidence trickster must know an important difference be- 
tween those who can easily be gulled about the motives of the 
person to whom they are talking and those \vho cannot. 

Geach^® pours great philosophic scorn on the assertion of this 
obvious fact. He says, probably rightly, that if mental perception 
is possible, it should have defects analogous to those of visual per- 
ception, such as colour blindness. (Of course, this could only be 
right if ‘analogous’ be taken in a loose sense; it might presum- 
ably be an even less close analogy than bet^veen sight and touch, 
where there is nothing that I know of precisely corresponding to 
colour blindness.) In fact, persistent imperceptivencss or gullibility 
is closer to colour blindness (Geach’s chosen example) than any 
defect of the sense of touch. It is a habit of mistake in certain 
critical situations set against a background of success in ordinary 
situations. Colour-blind persons are not usually, as Gcach assumes, 
persons with a bad habit of linguistic mistakes; they learn so well 
to cope wth ordinary language-use that colour blindness ^vas 
not diagnosed until 1784 when Dalton detected it in himself in 
the unusually difficult circumstances of work in a chemical 
laboratory.^^ Just so, the gullible man does not blunder through 
life, but fails when confronted with a clever trickster. At this rate, 


compassion is identifiable by observation, and entities that are 
observable and causal do not belong to an artificial form of 
speech, but are as empirical as tables and chairs. 

But in addition to direct identification, there are other things 
we can do, such as look for slips in unguarded moments, or devise 
special tests, such as that devised for Joseph Surface in The School 
joT Scandaly to reveal hypocrisy or inconsistency. We know the 
form of life characteristic of really compassionate, or courageous, 
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or persistent men. We want to assure outselves that a pe^on rraUy 
has adopted that form of life. 7^ Hume said, 
of moral enquiry into someone’s character is ^^f^t 
about his future conduct. That is why the enquiry mto 
form of life is really his is a predictive and 

Now even if we are doubtful 'lirect identific^^^^ 

mental states, we can be confident that fu^ 

can form causal hypotheses which predict 

actions on the basis of characteristics recognizabk by t«ts ^ 

to the occurrence of some of those actions and t."}-en to Btaw 
because they can be referred to 

particular situations. The predictions are e behave 

Lteristics differ. In that case we must admn 

in causal laws just as the most uncontrovereia y 

do. The descriptions we use «« *«im ^Va! stat" rtificial. 

So that the suggestion that all talk of ^ , . (contradictory 

as Berkeley'” regarded some of Ncw‘°" ' of (say) 

but useful, in hb opinion) or as sorne m 

electrons, seems pointless and unevidence 


Practical iorms of concern 

- « rir»? T distincuish three prac- 

What does the compassionate rtifirial names of con- 

tical forms of concern which I call by the artificial nam 
cem-about, concern-for, and concern-wit . . of the 

Ccnccrlabout is the intellectual state of 

matter. The wish to do something a against injus- 

affairs can indeed lead to a mere mid as i g . ^tion and 
ticc, but it can equally naturally lead to ca attempts tend 

planning, particularly as without these . ^eans will be 

to fail. We wish to know for the present ;'‘'a' ^ pre- 
effective and how like evils to those we nmv . enquiry’ 

vented from arising. So this disposiUon P jj(.|p us to 

should both give our present actions cfTcc ^ opposite not 

put present problems in perspective, t " %vlicn 

only to the kind of complacent^' not look for need 

it Ls pretty obvious, but also to that ^^hlc goes bc>ond 

uhcA it is not pretty obvious; the concerned person g 
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the consistent person in always looking for new apphcalions of 
his value-judgments and theories. 

The virtue of concem-about comes from the vice of its oppo- 
site : both kinds of complacency seem to be standing temptations 
of happy individuals or prosperous societies. The objectionability 
of concem-about arises when the habit of thought about many 
situations does not engender a critical attitude, when there is 
failure to take the increased opportunity, which should come from 
the %vide range of information that wide-ranging thought should 
consider, of falsifying mistaken large-scale theories or of discover- 
ing unacceptable consequences of existing principles and when 
wider thought produces notliing but wider arena for prejudice 
and fanaticism to display themselves. It is a standing temptation 
for concerned men to become prejudiced : we find that they 
may be very well informed, may look at many things, but look 
at them all with a kind of mental squint like Lewis Carroll’s poet. 
Many active and intelligent members of political parties show 
signs of succumbing to this weakness. 

But complacency has just the same tendency. Though its pre- 
judices may be less fanadcal than stolid, they can be just as in- 
furiating and just as perverting to the judgment. There can be 
the same refusal to recognize as falsifications of theories what any 
impartial mind would take to be such, just as (for example) Mr 
Podsnap refused to listen to what people told him about starva- 
tion in the streets of London, when he was defending his thesis 
that England was perfect. Perhaps we may think the abolition of 
complacency and the encouragement of concem-about fairly im- 
portant, if we consider that all social reform since Mr Podsnap s 
day would either not have happened or have happened only 
after revolution, if all middle-class people had been like Mr 
Podsnap. 

Aristotle^* said that the early occurrences of a practice that is 
or is becoming habitual in an individual’s life make the latter 
occurrences come more naturally, that is, make the habit stronger. 
Here wc have examples of a habit, incipient or established, of not 
caring, ^vhich produces a related habit of not bemg able to 
appreciate the truth. What Aristotle said is also important as 
indicating how someone can educate himself in the active habits 
of concern. 

Concern-foT is the disposition to respond to need practically 
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and ^vith kindness or sympathy The ^espome need not beje^ 

effective for the disposition to ^ The response may 

exist ivith anything short of total persons 

be general or unspecific _ or Xnpton. who 

But it is all genuine concern. . , ^ck- 

Concem-for might be descnbed ^ a P^®^^ yo„ are 

nowledgment of the humanity of the p , jn so far as we 

concern^. (I suggest that we app^y it m m ^ ^ 

consider them anthropomorplucally.) ^ jo more 

portant. People in need often desue it “ ^e social 

tangible benefits. Complamts of ™P ,his fact, that 

sendees have at least some r^hty an ,vithout condescen- 

people want a concern which is ®^P of this kind of 

aon. It is interesting to compare the p jonely (to take a 
need as one might meet it in someone talked about) ivith 

set of our citizens whose nee<k are now money, 

the expression they might give to o er ’. ^^ould drive 
The latter kind of need only extrem actively 

them to express at all. It is, of course, co state, which arc 

to resent the provisions made for them y ^^goce requests 
thought to resemble cold charity. Yet m nuite freely, re- 
bearing on the former kind of need are (the mini- 

quests, for instance, for company an c 

mum expression of concern for tho^ nn'd perhaps an un- 
to the press about them you are a detac accept is money 

feeling man). The money such peop e are S ^ contributory 
to which they think they have a ng t . p think that 

pension schemes, for example. I “ beine human and cap- 

concern is something to which, mere y y , some kind. 1 
able of worry and loneliness, they avc - ^^bgation of the 
make this point in order to sugg^t * ^ ‘ ^^^^rn and anodier 
conceptual links between my subjec o £^i. others, may 

closely related aspect of personal relations, P respeet 

be fraitful. For we have a strong tendency 

too is due by right to all persons. oonsiderablc c-xtent 

Concnn-tvilh arises when we to any 
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identify our interests \vdth those of others who arc not, at any rate 
to start with, our natural associates. There is a difTcrcnce between 
feeling sorry at someone’s misfortunes and glad at their good 
fortune and feeling their victories and defeats as our own. For 
instance, in a situation like that of die recent Nigerian civil war, 
a person in a position like that of a British statesman or ofhcial 
might feel horrified at the suffering of the rebels, and do such 
small things as he could to have it relieved : that Is, be concerned 
for the people on the other side. But he may nevertheless regard 
it as the other side, opposed to his side, and he may be totally 
committed to securing a government victor)'. He may feel every 
setback to the rebel cause, even if it involves the suffering he 
hates, as a victory for his country and himself, and svish for it 
to happen. He is concerned unth his own side. His position may be 
uncomfortable or even deplorable but, I think, consistent. 

Sometimes the outsider may be more sensitive to the victories 
and defeats of those he ‘adopts’ than they arc themselves. Tlie 
professional revolutionary probably feels the defeat of a move- 
ment he organizes for the sake of the oppressed more than die 
oppressed, used to being trodden on, do themselves. His reaction 
may ivell be stronger than theirs, determined where theiis is re- 
signed. St Paul expresses clearly how he regarded his follotvers’ 
difficulties as his own. ‘There is that Nvhich presseth upon me 
daily, anxiety for all the churches. Who is Nveak and I am not 
weak? Who is made to stumble and I bum not?’ Precisely be- 
cause he was ‘strong* Christian, successful in cutting other ties 
and in dedicating himself to the cause, he felt as his own the 
failure of weaker men to live up to the demands of Christianity. 
Perhaps he felt it more acutely than they did themselves, being 
men of lesser dedication. 

Paul is an example of one who identified his interests ^^’ith those 
of a certain group voluntarily and not as a result of interests he 
already had. He acted under a strictly religious impulse, but it is 
fully possible for people to make a rimilar identification of their 
interests with those of others as a result of their compassion for 
those others’ sufferings. 

This sort of commitment does not make us different people 
immediately; among the people to whom we are now committed 
we may for some time continue to wear the aspect of a benevolent 
outsider. But our situation has something neiv about it, in that 
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we now feel as our own tlie triumphs and 

This is not just the feeling of the leader who stands to gmn by 

the success of the cause some reward such as 

himself, but something more wdespread and profoun 

satisfaction at being associated with victory, the 

self-respect that comes with success and above all success 

“tiitSor*. .e,u., ..,.1 i— 

for their happiness have an interest in adopting J 

accept as moral. If promoting the good of others is ^ sen p 
of tL morality, *ey will display the kind of extended seh 
interest I mentioned in section II, which is also a smeere interest 
in the good of others, or some others. 

So often, in our concems-with others, we can si^po 
with all the tenacity of one defending a vita P'j narrowly 
and with the complete assurance that ""e if obviously 

selfish. This combination of altruism and selfishness is ^ V 
a source of great strength. But it is also the ^ 

moral difficulty for concem-with. Under this cona P ^ 
we may so much want to advance the cause a ' jngans 
readily to the suggestion that any dubious or even a 
is justified so long as the cause is advanced. „.„nlp over 

So commitmern may make us radically 
3- time. The man who renounced narrow selfishnes 
impulse of compassion to take up a difficult cause 
his interests with those of othei^ may has 

flict; his general feelings of compassion and ^ ^ ^ ^nnflict. H he 
made his own, which have been in harmoriy, nm com- 

decides that brutal action is justified, then he wi ^ ^ 

passion has led him to take up a cai^e ^vlt in ^ those of the 

abandon the values of the compassionate man ancient 

'varrior. For example, at the foundation of l ^^ould 

Greece it seems that many of the leaders I^°P ^ them 

ha\c done quite well under an oligarchy, so p P xj evdides'^ 

Here democrats out of high ideab. ^ocrais, just 

commented on an example of civil strife that t e _ 

i'i^c the oligarchs, eventually forgot their pnncip 
fought lo win. 
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identify our interests with those of others -who are not, at any rate 
to start with, our natural associates. There is a difference beUveen 
feeling sorry at someone’s misfortunes and glad at their good 
fortune and feeling their victories and defeats as our own. For 
instance, in a situation like that of the recent Nigerian civil war, 
a person in a position like that of a British statesman or official 
might feel horrified at the suffering of the rebels, and do such 
small things as he could to have it relieved : that is, be concerned 
for the people on the other side. But he may nevertheless regard 
it as the oAer side, opposed to his side, and he may be totally 
committed to securing a government victory. He may feel every 
setback to the rebel cause, even if it involves the suffering he 
hates, as a victory for his country and himself, and wish for it 
to happen. He is concerned loilh his o\vn side. His position may be 
uncomfortable or even deplorable but, I think, consistent. 

Sometimes the outsider may be more sensitive to the victon^ 
and defeats of those he ‘adopts’ than they are themselves. The 
professional revolutionary probably feels the defeat of a move- 
ment he organizes for the sake of the oppressed more than the 
oppressed, used to being trodden on, do themselves. His reaction 
may well be stronger than thdrs, determined where theirs is re- 
signed. St Paul expresses clearly how he regarded his followers’ 
difficulties as his o\vn. ‘There is that which presseth upon me 
daily, anxiety for all the churches. Who is weak and I am not 
weak? Who is made to stumble and I burn not?’ Precisely be- 
cause he was ‘strong’ Christian, successful in cutting other ties 
and in dedicating himself to the cause, he felt as his own the 
failure of weaker men to live up to the demands of Christianity. 
Perhaps he felt it more acutely than they did themselves, being 
men of lesser dedication. 

Paul is an example of one who identified his interests ^vith those 
of a certain group voluntarily and not as a result of interests he 
already had. He acted under a strictly religious impulse, but it is 
fully possible for people to make a similar identification of their 
interests with those of others as a result of their compassion for 
those others’ sufferings. 

This sort of commitment docs not make us different people 
immediately; among die people to whom we are now committed 
^ve may for some time condnuc to wear the aspect of a benevolent 
outsider. But our situation has something new about it, in that 
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resentment, the parent can be reasonably sure that tire child 
will be better off for the warning. Concern-for docs not 
imply rveakness towards other people’s faults: the reverse 
indeed. 

But there are punishments and inllictions which arc unaccom- 
panied by any treatment of the person hurt as a reasonable and 
redeemable being; inflictions which cause degeneration, not im- 
provement, and inflictions in which any good to the sufferer is 
totally disregarded. ^Vhen you act like this to someone, you arc 
unconcerned for him. 

There is logical escape from the Golden Rule simply by adding 
an exception clause, applying potentially even to yourself, to the 
effect that anybody who has done such-and-sucli a thing or is of 
mch-and-such a kind, no longer merits treatment as a human 
emg Many decent people make such exceptions against (say) 
rourderers, child-molesters, fascists, imperialists or racialists. Often 
wough such exceptions arc justified by reference to a cause; if 
e communists do not slaughter the capitalists, the proletariat 
nnot be saved from oppression; if the catholics do not bum 
'>tcihrm*''^’ ^^‘■^dcs will dartm the souls of the weaker 

pWlosopher say anything here, faced with these argu- 
^tccDtfd 1 a never lacked plausibility and which, if 
rate the ’ unconcerned (in effect brutal) action, or at any 
^Sainst th^S: Conversely, can he say anything 


to th’ I u ° to touch pitch is to be defiled, or 

I call justified is to misunderstand morality - a 


that 

"t" IcaU purism? 


^f^mbe th recently suggested against Professor 

"“eposslM.^.,"^ philosophers, dismiss purism. If this 

^ that purisn^ ^ be a start. The argument, in short, 

^'"'cr er small rather than perpetrate a brutal deed, 

“ "'t actual decisions whose effect 

"'at may be. So v brutality, however great in comparison 
’’’ffer to prevent tl^ decide in favour of great bmtality in 
"rat place ^aall brutality we might have committed in 
'""unce, and is V insists on what it sets out to 

not the '** opposite in that it sacrifices the 

■ratnoral. good; it is both contradictory and 

It 
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VI 

Proposed moral rules for practical concern 

So much for the existence and importance of tliesc forms of con- 
cern; now for their conflict. I want to trace this conflict and then 
ask what moral rules should regulate them and decide between 
them. It may be helpful to begin by stating their different rela- 
tions to the emotion of compassion. 

Concem-about and compassion are related (usually) as mutual 
reinforcements. Increasing knowledge of the scope of a problem 
increases the degree to which we regard it as serious and thus care 
about it. And the more wc care about it, the more we want to 
know about its causes and hence its possible cure. The only re- 
straint wc might reasonably want to impose on it is in situations 
when we think that compassion itself needs to be restrained, or 
when wc think it is leading us to interest ourselves too much m 
matters which are too remote for us to be able to influence them 
seriously, and distracting us from matters wc could deal with use- 
fully. 

Given my definition of concem-for, it follows that, other tWnp 
being equal, compassion will result in concern for whoever is m 
need. Thus in normal human circumstances, where other things 
arc fjurly equal, the presence of concem-for will become the 
primary test by >vhich compassion is recognized, and it will be 
held in esteem by any society which esteems compassion. Then 
how, if at all, should concern-for be limited? The Golden Rule 
^vill certainly apply here ; if these arc situations in which we would 
demand help solely on the ground of being human and being in 
need, then we must extend help to others in any of those situations 
and on the same ground. If, as I suggested we should, we treat 
concern-for as accorded by right of their humanity to human 
beings, it cannot matter who the human being is. 

He might be one ^vho had committed a grave crime, whom it 
^vas our natural wish to punish. This attitude does not necessarily 
mean tliat ^ve cease to be concerned for him, or to wish his good. 
Some kinds of punishment, like some kinds of medical treat- 
ment, can without hypocrisy or implausibility be regarded as 
cruelty for llie sake of kindness. A parent may smack a child for 
going too near the fire and, however great the child’s momentary 



Our concern ivith others 105 

The morality which is opposite huVaV beings 

both arc ready to bring beings would not ivish 

which those concerned for niitv thoroughly opposed to 

to have happened. There - III that it 

purism, which is regdy to do _ that they must be 

khs certain states of affaim --^^^^an unquestion- 
brought about at any cost. _ along ivith purism, to 

ably supreme loyalty. Hence it “P^, j ^ utilitarianism is one 
ivhat I call common 

version) which takes states of a ai recalculable in the 

tlunks the moral value of be. But calcula- 

light of new information abou w ^ declared to be 

tion of costs is pointless when a independent judgment 

worth any cost, and the ° fundamentals of the loyalist 

in this way suggests doubt of the v ry 

system. So to the loyalist as we^ ic something to be sacn- 

different reasons, independent ]U gm overriding end and 

ficed. That is why political systems wi submission 

with no fastidiousness of means ma :,orv of political ivis- 

of the individual will to the pp“P X ^ 

dom - the party or the chairman s -5 tj^at acknowledges 

Loyalism is a form of concern likely to appear 

no moral restriction. Among sane p p j^ove- 

unless in the service of a senous, per p sense of com- 
ment. Often enough it is ^ thoueht and concern about 

passion reinforced wth much car adopt great causes — 

the ills of the world that P“P„fl.„t or protect all or vep- 

by ‘great’ I mean those that see ' o great changes in 

many aspects of life by promo ng ^lace this sort of cause 

the world. Since the world is a ''“X uncompassionate action 
ivill often enough commit us to u y cannot be 

against our opponents. For them, ^^.for roust be limited 

concerned. It follows that either on reaching its fullest 

so that it does not prevent must be limited so 

extent at least somedmes; or j ^ jfght about their 

that it does not reach this extent. ^ us to 

relations with compassion,^ compassio 

resist both kinds of limitation. 
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But I think that this argument simply misunderstands the base 
on which purism rests. Normally the base is rcKgious and I shall 
try to explain it as such Fundamentally it is connected to con- 
cem-with and to loyalty. 

Religious morality rests on a supposed divine law. A law, 
human or divine, normally has what we might call, follo^ving St 
Paul, a fulfilment. That is to say, wc can see that there could be a 
situation which would be equivalent to the result of total 
obedience to the law by everybody. If everyone obeyed the com- 
mand ‘Thou shalt not kill’, nobody would ever die by deliberate 
violence. New Testament writers correctly observe that fulfilment 
is a kind of transformation. After a time, at least, the situation 
achieved by complete obedience will come to feel like — indeed 
really ^vill be, providing there is no tendency to backsliding 
state of ^vilUng co-operation in which the la^v no longer exercises 
any pressure. This transformation into liberty has still left »me- 
thing the same, for our excellence and our joy still consist in 
obedience to the divine will; but now this is achieved in a state 
more like union than subordination. 

The reason why this theory turns into a consistent version of 
purism is that on this side of death — on the other side is the new 
life — the requirement for our transformation is not that ^ve seek 
the state of fulfilment or whatever approximation to it comes to 
hand, but simply that we obey cum caritale. Compared with the 
eternal reality of our relation to God which this obedience sets 
up, the good and had things of this world are minor or even 
illusory. Our aim should not be to bring these supposedly good 
things about except as the divine law requires — and certainly 
not to bring them about against the divine law. The fundamental 
points are that the value of the situation, even when produced 
by obedience, is of little or no importance compared with the 
value of the act of obedience itself, and that since every soul is 
responsible for itself, no act of obedience or disobedience is the 
cause of any consequence other than those of little or no im- 
portance and other than the redefinition of the soul’s relation- 
ship to God. Hence it seems reasonable for God to persist in his 
demand to the point of the utmost sacnfice not only of our scl - 
interest, but of our independent judgment; only so, as in the 
rightly much-stressed story of Abraham and Isaac, can perfect 
loyalty be expresed. 
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times people need to devote d “e sometime 

to achieve what compassion \ _ defeat for the cause is 

the dtuation is such that fma 7“ ^^tlier the endless one of cop- 
not in question. The task may of which we cannot 

ing with a scries of problems . ftaf may face an indefi- 
foLee a final end; for a school a comparable 

nitely continuing stream of then is efficiency; 

stream of subnormal ^ erson conscientious in under- 

any sense of victory or defe ^ ^ the maintenance or 

standing such a ta^ ynll '”1 ^l^jnd of victory, and sensitivity 
relaxation of that efficiency. have here a form 

to it, is important to an organffiition, so 

of concem-with. . „„„,;r,„nus stream of compas- 

What we do not have here is a vvorking, independent 

Sion. What efficiency , „svchoIogy; so someone 

of all the normal variations of m * compassion would be 

whose operation depended on "P ® upsurges would 

unreUable. This attempt reduce the person con- 

provoke a terrible sense of fai Efficiency requires the 

cemed to an emotionally exhaus ordinarily stramed 

reverse of this, that people “ .j, ‘^ed for their work by 

emotionally, and that they be s g endless dwelling 

access to the normal enjoymen > _ require some 

on the suffering of others would compassionate 

restriction of compassion, u /cavl to be less sensitive to 

reasons; we would expect a goo outsiders and more 

the misfortunes of partieffiar pa ’ . organization. This is 

sensitive to the need for effectiyen being offered on a 

why it is very hard to think of usefully supplem<nit 

professional basis, why outsiders ® why complamte 

the efforts of professionals m th^ „„ices’’are often misguided, 
of the ‘impersonality of the compassion goes beyon 

But they are justified if the restri _ professional people 

what compassionate reasons can B*®' J „£ compassion that 

become so hardened that they trustworthy, because 

can ever be touched. Then they ce^ to ne ^ 

their moral responses no 1°"^^ ®*rnnTSsionate reasons do or do 
what compassion requires, what comp. express, but 

not justify In sum, the acuvity need not 
should not ever suppress tlie emotion. 
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vn 

Emotion and expression 

Philosophical treatment of this problem might begin by noticing 
that it is irrational to demand support for a cause on compas- 
sionate grounds and at the same time to pursue the ends of that 
cause with any extreme of brutality that appears convenient, 
because brutality repels the kind of support you seek. With any 
step of brutality beyond the stage where severity can be justified 
as deagned to improve the situation of whoever suffers it, the 
cause must be justified in spile of, rather than with the support 
of, compassion. 

In the extreme case compassion is murdered by its offspring; 
it is no use inviting people on compassionate grounds to bnng 
about such a murder. The extreme case may be rare, but it 
seems to me equally contradictory to appeal on compassionate 
grounds to let compassion be merely mutilated : to ask someone 
to accept a significant shift within his own mind towards the 
repression of compassion, or to enter a society biased against it. 
And repression would ensue if compassion is to be denied any 
of its normal results. Compassion tending to arise in response to 
any need will, of course, be seriously denied if confined to ‘Us* 
rather than ‘Them*. 

For instance, if hardness of heart is to become habitual and 
concem-for correspondingly rare, compassion wll either be 
seriously frustrated or seriously reduced (the former situation 
would soon produce the latter). Also if concern-about is not to 
be allowed in anything but its uncritical form in which indepen- 
dent judgment is sacrificed, the compassion of anyone to whom 
that Und of critical judgment, rather than its fanatical counter- 
part, is natural, will be frustrated or denatured. 

So extreme loyalist morality, which would repel compassion 
on both these counts, should give up seeking support on com- 
passionate grounds. Yet wthout any kind of compassionate 
ground, any kind of feeling that one is serving the needs of the 
human race, the commitment of loyalty necessary to great causes 
\vill not often be forthcoming. 

I can perhaps bring out what I mean by the denial of compas- 
sion by contrasting the discipline of compassion with it. Some- 
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Also the whole point of it 

relief of need and the irnprovcn .o„.nrds happiness. If this 

away from suffering and '"l^'^r ihen either we miist be utopian 

activity is not to be sclf-stultifyi g, . j. misery-free society 

in the sease that we believe 2r'"beli7ve that it is 

will emerge after a finite eff , siunificant extent even in 
permissible for us to be happy o . j^nces to enjoy very 
"a world where others are is a doubtful 

little happiness. Otherwise all “ 

promotion from one unhappiness o . , emotions which 

At this rate our universalize • mmplation of other 

arise in reaetion to our ‘ , us in a sense, especially 

people’s pain (itself usually unp ‘ comparison to our 

as a distraction from our own • PP should be cncour- 

o\vn pain should be : comp^ioi'^ .y^ich will enable it to have 
aged to that extent and in 'j’^J^^^ncss, temporary generosity 
its full range of natural results. .motion, then that ^ to be 

or sclf-centrcdness cause upsurg of obligation, 

tolerated, but we need ‘’'S” compassion beyond what 

to ourselves or to others. To w ^ desirable results, so 

is necessary to produce its fu S morally undesir- 

that it teni to reduce happiness, would then 

able. , . r initially adumbrated, that 

But this case against the P®‘ ‘ ^ not so strong as *e c^e 

there can be no excess of unse I.nse It may well be tha 

against brutality for the goo ° results could survive un er 
neither our compassion nor its 'umtahtv but it might un e 
a system where we had to consent to bmtahty,^ j 

a system where we denied ourselves h pp^^ that 

a utopian expectation of some ; . defined the word) 

all utopian beUefs (in the s^sem whi*^ ^ p^p^lnr: m 

are implausible, considemg that y of human misery 
Marxism, which thinks of su ^_ni of exploitation, m pn ^ 
as simply the result of a doomed “I? n and new life, or in 

Christianity with its belief m tvho adjusts conse- 

Kantian Christianity with its behef in a Co 

quences, in the end, to favour ' j^nple evaluative fiti^uon 

Even apart from this there is ®™P^<,don is a peminsible 
of whether we think that moral sel ;m where it 

part of happiness. If we hunt compassion 
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This example is one of the familiar Humean'® kind in which 
someone’s trustworthiness for future overt activity is ass^ed by 
thdr inner state; but ^vc should notice that to believe in inner 
mental causes and to believe that all the characteristics of man 
with any bearing on his conduct can genuinely be assessed from 
a moral point of view is to believe that it is part of man s moral 
task to improve (as far as he can) his inner state as well as to 
regulate his outward conduct. Plato believed that inner moral 
life was supremely important for happiness, outweighing all ex- 
ternal considerations, so that the murderous King Archclaus 
would not be compensated for a depraved character by all his 
power and glory.®® The Christian purist believes something simi- 
lar. I think them right to this extent, that the perversion of the 
inner moral state brought about by brutality is an independent 
reason for avoiding it. 

I think this problem tractable because it can be sho^vn that 
loyalist morality, prepared to be brutal, would commit itself to a 
contradiction by appealing to and denying compassion, and that 
there is no plausible suggestion of an escape that will give the 
loyalist the moral licence he wants. The problem is tractable be- 
cause either I am right or I can be shown to be wrong by the 
production of such a plausible suggestion. 

vm 

Conclusion 

There is another side to the aigument against loyalism, one that 
would support common morality in an unrigorous form. If we are 
not to appeal on compassionate grounds for action that would 
deny compassion its natural results, we must not press it to the 
point beyond which it makes us incapable of any happiness in 
the ^vo^ld; for then we have no self-interest, either in a narrow or 
extended form, there being nothing which can make us happy; so 
^ve are incapable of concem-with others based on compassion, 
^vhich would frustrate all those to ^vhom concern with others 
was a natural expression of their compassion. Once again compas- 
sion could be mutilated or seriously reduced ^vlthout being 
destroyed and once again it seems contradictory to embark for 
compassionate reasons on a serious reduction of compassion. 
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does not seriously reduce our happiness, we may^ find ourselvM, 
particularly if we are in a position where no difficult or risky 
action is required of us or even open to us, sitting back and con- 
gratulating ourselves on having done all that morality requires 
of us. Some may argue that there is no danger of efforts to 
increase compassion reducing happiness so completely that com- 
passionate action becomes pointless — no danger because our stub- 
born natures would in any case not respond sufficiently. But there 
is, they would say, a great danger in allowing ourselves to take 
a rosy vie%v of our moral attainments, because the rosiness will 
gradually infect our view of the world. So at the cost of some 
damage to happiness moral efforts to increase compassion beyond 
whatever point we have attained should always be undertaken, 
and people can be exhorted to do this on the grounds of com- 
passion. To say that there can be an excess of compassion or 
unselfishness is at best to say something pointless in this 
world. 

Behind this view of self-satisfaction as dangerous lies the value- 
judgment that it is unfitting for a man to be compassionate to- 
wards others and thus be dissatisfied with the general state of the 
world and humanity while accepting a satisfied view of his own 
nature and morality. This is a judgment characteristic of those 
seriously influenced by Christian theology, and forms an interest- 
ing contrast with the apparently patronizing conviction that 
Christians often seem in practice to display -that they are 
privileged persons with no^ng to worry about on their own 
account, kindly coming to pluck brands from the burning. On 
this view we are, as I have said, to travel an endless road and 
ive are not entitled to any final peace while we belong to a wicked 
world. The moral task of the compassionate man is a quest after 
something always visible but always receding in this world. Again 
utopianism steps in to offer something better in the next. 

The pagan or humanist dislikes anything that can tend or 
slide into a stultifying abolition of human happiness, and makes 
it his value-judgment that any such tendency is bad, because it 
goes against his ideal of the compassionate man. This is over 
and above his dispute over the extent of the threat to happiness 
from the effort to increase ccnnpaffiion. He has an ideal of the 
compassionate man as one who has established harmony %vithin 
liimself and is trying to raise others to this state. A pagan once 
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it describes and leaves untouched. Witliin this framework H is 
highly unlikely tliat someone would argue that something ^vhlch 
we took, at the level of common sense, to be the case was not in 
fact the case. In the presence of Sartre’s strong and counter-intui- 
tive conclusion that love is not possible, it %vould be argued via 
paradigm cases tliat love is indeed possible and that consequently 
Sartre’s account of the relation between mind and body is shown, 
by reductio ad absurduin, to be false. While these few remaps 
have done justice neither to Sartre nor to the practitioners of this 
linguistic conception of philosophy, they do suggest an important 
contrast between these traditions with regard to tlicir expectations 
of the possible fruits of a philosophical account of concepts sucli 


as love. 

In this paper I will seek both to provide an account of our con- 
cept of love and to explore the possible practical bearing of such 
an account for our thinking and acting in the context of personal 
relations. The first part of the paper will involve an attempt to 
determine some of the concepts analytically presupposed in the 
employment of the concept of love and to ascertain some of the 
features which mark the concept off from certain related con- 
cepts. Within the confines of this paper, this treatment can only 
be provided in detail sufficient to suggest the general structure of 
the concept. A more detailed tracing of the multifarious ^veb of 
connections will, I hope, come later. In the second part of the 
paper a number of hypothetical situations in which the pro- 
tagonists appear to be (hsagreeing about matters of love will be 
considered. This will allow us to test the adequacy of the philoso- 
phical account of love in terms of its power to account for these 
disputes. These cases will also be used to determine what 
relevance the philosophical account might have for us in our 
personal relations with others That there may be some practical 
relevance is suggested by the following considerations. 

Any complete account of the state of a relation between per- 
sons, as opposed to objects, must take account of what the persons 
involved take the state of the relationship to be. The state of a 
personal relationship between business colleagues, Smith and 
Jones, may be a function more of how Smith sees Jones (i.e* *15 
dishonest) than of how Jones actually is (i e. honest). Similarly, 
the practical course of a relationship between Joe and Joel, which 
they both see as one of love, might be in part a funedon of what 
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tlicy take love to be or to involve. A philosophical account of love 
which ruled out one of their ways of thinking of love would then 
be relevant. Whether this philosophical intervention was for the 
better is entirely another matter. Rather than defend or amplify 
this diesis here, it ivill be left until we consider some hypothetical 
personal relationships. 

Before proceeding further it will be helpful to introduce the 
folloiving mediodological distinctions. As well as speaking of the 
coneept of x, I svill talk of someone’s conception of x. Someone’s 
conception of x refers to how that person uses the term V. The 
concept of x refers to those features which anyone’s conception of 
X must possess in order to count as a conception of x at all. This 
distinction is intended as a device to avoid prejudging the issue 
eoncerning the existence of a precise, determinate, public concept 
of X. That is, different persons might draiv the boundaries of their 
concepts somewhat differently but not so differently that they 
cannot be said to be speaking of the same thing. For instance, two 
persons might be said to have the same concept of x m virtue of 
an agreement about paradigm cases of x but to have slightly 
different conceptions of x in virtue of making different decisions 
about borderline cases. I ivill also speak of someone’s picture of 
X. By this I mean the answer the person would give to the ques- 
tion ‘What is X?’. Roughly, then, someone’s picture of x is the 
account he would offer of x. This is intended as a distinction be- 


tween someone’s possessing a certain concept where this is dis- 
played through the correct application of the concept and the 
person’s being able to say in virtue of what features he applies the 
concept. Someone may possess a concept, x, but have no picture 
of X at all. If we ask him ‘What is x?’ he draws a blank or can 
only point to examples Someone’s picture of x might be a full- 
blown philosophical analysis of x. It might also be incompatible 
tvith the actual use he makes of the concept. 

Use svdl also be made of the follotving distmcuon bettveen two 
sorts of non-contingent truth. If. for example, it shoiff d be a neces- 
sary truth that all cases of love must involve sexual desire, I ,vdl 
spe^ of a necessary connection between love and sexual desne. 
And if it should be a necessary truth that generally cases of love 
involve sexual desire I tvill speak of a g-neee^ connection. A 
particular ease lacking a g-necessary feature of x-hood, wjdl count 
^ a ease of x only in the presence of some special explanaUon. 
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Obviously this paper is not the place to enter in^ a discussion 
of the natare of necessary truth, and I can here otTcr no 
of this distinction beyond an attempt to display its fruitfulness 
in application. 


This study cannot deal with all our uses of We speah of 

loving persons, food, countries, art, hypothetical divine beings, 
and so on. In this paper I will be interested only in cases where 
the object of a love is some one or more persons. It would seem 
fairly clear that this is, as it were, the home territory of the con- 
cept of love and that the use of ‘love* in conjunction \vith objects 
other than persons is best understood as an extension of this use. 
Having distinguished a kind of love in terms of a kind of object, 
namely persons, of a love relation, it is ncccssaiy to narroNV the 
field of investigation further. And so attention will be confined to 
cases of love which involve sexuality. For the balance of this 
paper then, ‘love* is to be understood as implying this restriction. 
‘Sexuality’ is used here as a generic term Nvhose species arc sexual 
feelings, desires, acts and so on. Thus the stipulation excludes 
from present consideration cases of fraternal love, paternal love, 
and other cases not involving sexuality. 

While this restriction is not intended as a substantial point 
about love, neither is it purely arbitrary. Rather it is intended 
to reflect a rough distinction that we do make between kinds of 
love between persons. Cases of love between persons cluster 
around certain paradigms. On the one hand we have a group of 
paradigms which includes Romeo and Juliet, Abelard and 
Heloise, and Caesar and Cleopatra. Jules and Jim provide an- 
other set of para^gms; the heroine of Gorky’s Mother and the 
father of the prodigal son sdll another. It would seem that sexu- 
ality can serve as a criteria! mark for picking out those cases that 
cluster around our first set of paradigms. Thus for instance, given 
a parent that loves a cluld, the occurrence of a prolonged, active 
and intense desire for sexual relations with the child on the part of 
the parent would lead us to regard the love, all things being equal, 
as not purely maternal. Analogously, the absence of sexuality be- 
tween two persons of the opporitc sex whom we think of as loving 
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each other may incline us to describe the love as platonic or 
aesthetic. Anyone who thinks that tliis requirement of sexuality 
docs not capture ^vhat is the essential delimiting feature of the 
romantic paradigms, can regard the requirement as simply a 
device for selecting a more manageable set of cases for this pre- 
liminary investigation. 

A brief word about the status of these paradigms is in order. 
One ^vay of displaying in part wliat someone’s conception of, say, 
0 is, is by displaying ^vhat he %vould regard as paradigm instances 
of 0. While the cases given above would be offered as paradigms 
by a large number of persons, there is no proper set of paradigms. 
By this I mean that while the conceptual features of love to be 
given below rule out certain things as not possibly being para- 
digms of love, it is possible for different individuals to have 
different paradigms. In what follows I hope to display what we 
must think of a relationship in order to think of it as a relation- 
ship of love at all. I tviU suggest that this leaves considerable range 
for the construction of competing paradigms. This divergence in 
paradigms leaves room for interesting psychological and socio- 
logical investigations in the variations in paradigms from person 
to person, for instance, or from class to class, or historical era to 
historical era. And, given the normative aspect of a conception of 
love, these paradigms take on the character not just of clear 
examples but of ideals. Some of the consequences of this will be 
seen in the second half of this paper. 

It is not suggested that the sexuality requirement provides any 
precise distinction. It seems likely that there is not a precise distinc- 
tion to be marked. For we might ^vish to allow some feelings of a 
sexual sort to enter into a case of basically maternal love. And we 
might allow some aspects of homosexual love in the close re- 
lationship between the officer and men of a marine platoon with- 
out the relationship ceasing to be basically a fraternal one. 
However, things are different if the officer is continually ^vanting 
to get to bed with one particular soldier. Thus while there may be 
no precise distinction here, there is nonetheless a distinction. To 
be any more definite than this would require an exploration of 
sexuality that cannot be undertaken here.^ 

It might be objected on the basis of certain psychoanalytic 
theories that all personal relations involve sexuality, and hence 
sexuality could not be used as the distinguishing feature of a kind 
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of personal relation. The grounds on which such a claim would 
rest are not uncontrovcrsial. In any event, their acceptance in- 
volves the hypothesiang of repressed sexual feelings. This Jn turn 
does not invalidate our distinction but rather requires us to draw 
it in terms of a contrast between repressed and unrepressed 
sexuality rather than in terms of a contrast between the presence 
and absence of sexuality. In fact, Freud, in Cmlization and ifs 
Discontents, contrasted lum-inhibited love in ^vhich the sexual 
component is suppressed and sexual love in which it is not sup- 
pressed. Freud took this distinction to divide the field roughly 
as we have done. Thus acceptance of certain psychoanalytic 
theories would lequire only the recasting, and not the abandon- 
ing, of our sexuality requirement. 

The preceding modification would be required if a psycho- 
analytic theory which claimed that all relations involve a form 
of sexuality %vas adopted. More plausibly perhaps, it might be 
argued that in some relationships with no apparent sexuality in- 
volved, some form of suppressed sexuality was present. That is, 
given a psychoanalytic theory of genuine explanatory potver, tve 
might want to hypothesize on the basis of, say, some form of 
aberrant behaviour, the presence of repressed sexuality in a re- 
lationship apparently devoid of sexuality. In thb case ^ve would 
have a non-analytic counter-factual to the effect tliat the removal 
of repression would lead to explicit sexuality. If such a theory is 
produced our sexuality requirement will have to be extended to 
include both explicit and repressed sexuality. 

It might also be objected to my sexu^ity requirement that 
while instances of courtly love belong with our romantic para- 
digms, not only was sexuality absent in courtly love relations, it 
w^ thought to be incompatible with true (courtly) love. Now 
evidence of the chastity of courtly lovers is decidedly absent. But 
in any case, courtly lovers must be thought of as possessing sexual 
feelings which they set aside. This is implicit in their thinking of 
themselves as noble for not expressing sexual feelings. There would 
be no trick to it, and hence no nobility involved, if they simply 
did not have sexual feelings or indinadons at all. 

Having defined the field of investigation, we can now sketch 
the concepts analytically presupposed in our use of ‘love’. An 
idea of these concepts can be gained by sketching a sequence of 
relations, the members of which we take as relevant in deciding 
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wlicllicr or not some given relationship between persons A and 
B is one ol love. These arc not relevant in the sense of being 
evidence for some furdicr relation ‘love’ but as being, in part 
at least, the materia! of tvhich love consists. The sequence tvould 
include at least the following ; 

(1) A knows B (or at least knows something of B) 

(2) A cares (is concerned) about B 
A likes B 

(3) A respects B 

A is attracted to B 
A feels afTcction for B 

(4) A is committed to B 

A wishes to see B’s welfare promoted 

The connection between these relations which we will call 
‘love-comprising relations’ or ‘LCRs’, is not, except for ‘knotving 
about’ and possibly ‘feels affection for’, as tight as strict cntail- 
ment. While perhaps in certain paradigm cases of love these re- 
lations would all be satisfied to a liigh degree, they are not jointly 
necessary. In a particular ease which we are inclined to regard 
as one of love, some LCRs may be satisfied to only a low degree 
or not satisfied at all. For tlterc is no contradiction involved in 
speaking of, say, love without commitment or love without re- 
spect. There would of course be a contradiction involved in 
asserting that some relationship was one of love while denying 
that any of the LCRs were satisfied. Thus we have a g-necessary 
truth that love involves the satisfaction of the LCRs to an as yet 
unspecified degree. 

That the LCRs listed are non-contingently involved in love 
seems fairly obviously and for that reason not particularly interest- 
ing. We would not countenance the claims of A to love B if A had 
neither met B nor knew anything about B. I will argue below 
when discussing the limitations of the sorts of reasons A can 
have for loving B in particular that there are certain sorts of 
things that A must know .about B. The items in group 2 embody 
the fact that love involves having certain pro-attitudes to the 
object of the love. Group 3 embodies the condition that the lover 
sees the object of his love as having in his eyes at least meritorious 
features. In love it is not just the case that the lover holds the re- 
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latiorrs of groups 2 and 3 to the object of his love, these relations 
are held to such a degree that the lover is inchncd to act on behalf 
of his beloved in ways that he is not inclined to act for arbitrary 
strangers or the general run of the mUl acquaintances. Suppose 
that someone has the unhappy choicc of saving either his putative 
beloved or an arbitrary stranger from dro^vning. If the putative 
lover elects to save the stranger, then, all things being equal, the 
relation is not one of love. Acting out of panic or just after a 
quarrel, among other possibilities, might show that all things ^vere 
not equal. This feature of love is captured by the items of 
group 4. 

It may seem frivolous to have introduced this thought experi- 
ment to prove such an obvious point. Ho\vevcr, that the clement 
of commitment is important in marking oil love from other re- 
lated relations can be seen if wc vary the parameters in the 
thought experiment. Suppose the putative lover has to choose 
between saving his beloved and a group of strangers. In tlic 
event of a choice between a single stranger or a large group of 
strangers, ^ve dearly think that we should opt for the huger 
number. Does the commitment element entail that the lover 


place the welfare of his beloved above the tvelfare of a group 
of strangers? Or can he call across to her as he saves the strangers, 
T love you, but unfortunately there are more of them’ ? 

A similar dilemma arises if we imagine a putative lover having 
to choose between his putative beloved and adherence to his 
ethical or political principles. In fiction anyway, lovers frequently 
test the devotion of one another by asking if they would steal etc. 
for their sake. In Middlemarch, for example, Rosamund thinks 
that if Lydgate does in fact love her, he ought to be willing to set 
aside his moral scruples for her sake. She wants him to withhold 
large debts owed to the tradesmen in order to sustain her luxurious 
standard of living. And in Moravia’s Bitter Honeymooriy Giacome 
and Simona are portrayed as being in love and as thinking them- 
selves in love. Simona is a committed communist. Giacome des- 
cri es himself as an ‘individualist*. The following interchange 
takes place : 


Giacome Tor instance, if a communist government comes to 
power and I say something against it, you’ll inform 
on me. . . .* 
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It was true tlicn, he thought to himself, since slie didn’t 
deny it, Uicn she would inform on him. He gripped her arm 
lighter almost wshing to luirt her. ‘TJic truth is tliat you 
don’t love me.* 

Simona wouldn’t have married you except for love.’ 

These examples arc not meant to imply any thesis to the effect 
tiiat in ‘true’ love, commitment to the beloved must take prefer- 
ence over all other commitments. The significant conceptual point 
of the examples is that in the ease of love there arc tliesc tensions, 
and this display’s the extent to ^vhich love involves a commitment. 
Tills marks off love from, for example, relations of just ‘liking’ or 
‘being attracted to’, where these tensions do not arise. We would 
not, I think, be tempted to redcscribe an apparent relation of 
liking or being attracted to as not being a relation of liking or 
being attracted to, just because the protagonists did not tend to 
place the other party on a par with political or ethical commit- 
ments. 

It has been suggested that love involves holding the LCRs to 
the beloved. If someone holds these relations to another, he ivill 
hold them to the person under certain descriptions of the person. 
For a relation to count as one of love these descriptions must be 
of certain sorts. A’s saving his putative beloved, B, from droivn- 
ing only because she is wearing his ivatch or has just ^von the 
pools, may be incompatible %vith A’s thinking of the refationship 
as being one of love. Of course motives on a particular isolated 
occasion are not necessarily conclusive determinants of the kind 
of relationship one ivay or the other. But there are general limita- 
tions on the sorts of ivays in which A thinks of the object of his 
affections where the ways in question are the grounds of his 
affection for the person. Very roughly, A must, say, care about 
B for herself, A must be attracted to B on her oivn account. That 
is, not all properties ivhich A sees B as possessing can serve as 
the grounds for loving B. 

Of the descriptions which A sees as applying to B, I ^vill call 
those which can be the grounds of A’s loving B, intrinsic des- 
criptions of B. Descriptions which cannot play this role will be 
called extrinsic descriptions. Clearly there are some extrinsic and 
some intrinsic descriptions. Suppose -we have an apparent love 
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relation bet\veen A and B where B is very wealthy. Suppose B’s 
wealth suddenly evaporates. If A’s interest in B should also 
evaporate, we conclude that, all things being equal, the relation 
had not been one of love. We might say that A loved not B but 
B’s money. A was interested in B not for her o\vn sake but for the 
sakeof her money. A liked B-the-wealthy-woman and not B perse. 
Of course it is simplistic to speak as I have been doing, as if one 
isolated incident would lead us to revise our description of a par- 
ticular personal relation. The complexity of these situations is 
such that no one incident is likely to be decisive one way or the 
other. All that is required for the argument is that these incidents 
give cause to reconsider the descriptions given. 

Suppose on the other hand we have an apparent love relation 
between A and B. A claims to love B largely on account of cer- 
tain features of her personality and character. But one day, per- 
haps as the result of some traumatic accident, B undergoes a 
radical personality transformation. B no longer has those 
attributes that A loved her for. A, realizing this, can, we suppose, 
no longer love B. Here we are not so inclined to revise our des- 
criptions of the relation as ^ve were in the case above. We might 
say that A had indeed loved B but that this was no longer the 
case as B is no longer the person she once was. 

In attempting to draw this distinction I am assuming that it is 
not a necessary condition of a relationship’s being one of love 
that the lover’s attitude to the beloved remain unchanged through 
all possible changes in the beloved. This question of constancy in 
love will be taken up later in one of our case studies. The classifica- 
tion of features as extrinsic or intrinsic depends on our attitude 
to inconstancy, given that the feature in question changed. That 
is, if A claims to love B in part at least because of her being 0, 
and if A’s attitude to B would be negatively affected should B 
cease to be 0 (or, should A cease to see B as being 0) then, if 
we count this inconstancy as evidence against the relationship’s 
having been one of love, 0 is an extrinsic property of B ; other- 
wise 0 is an intrinsic property. This places no limitations what- 
soever on the features which initially attracted A to B. B’s money 
may have been the initial lure. But, if the relationship is to count 
as one of love, the money cannot be the sustaining feature. In 
some cases there may be an intimate causal relation between ex- 
trinsic and intrinsic factors In our previous example, B may have 
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been a dynamic capitalist entrepreneur whose personality is 
intimately bound up with the acquisition of wealth. Financial 
failure might bring about a personality change. However, only 
intrinsic factors matter for themselves. The extrinsic factors arc 
relevant only in as mucli as they arc evidence for intrinsic 
factors. 

It tvas suggested that features of personality and character 
clearly count as intrinsic and that the state of someone’s bank 
balance was clearly extrinsic. Not all features arc so easily classi- 
fied. Consider tlic details of the beloved’s physical make-up. 
Traditionally lovers arc enraptured \vith dainty cars, finn thighs 
and so on. The general acceptance of these sorts of features as 
grounds for loving suggests that they arc to be counted as intrin- 
sic. But, on tire other hand, if the moment the cars thicken or 
the thighs soften the lover falters, we may well have doubts about 
his alleged love. This suggests that we consider physical features 
to be extrinsic ones. Perhaps the most that we can say is that 
someone might love another solely or chiefly because of his or her 
physical features but that such cases tvill not be as near to our 
paradigms of a love relation as eases in which the beloved as loved 
solely or chiefly for attributes of his or her personality and char- 
acter. That is, \vhile physical features can be offered as reasons 
for loving (indeed our sexuality requirement ^vouId entail this), we 
tend to consider relations, which are not also grounded on regard 
for aspects of the personality and character of the object of the 
relation, as lacking certain dimensions. A person having as his 
chief or only reasons for loving another, regard for their physical 
attributes, ^vould seem to be regarding the object of his love as 
being less than a person. Persons are not just bodies, they are at 
least bodies which think and act. 

Any attempt to distinguish behveen physical characteristics as 
more extrinsic than features of pereonaUty and character is com- 
plicated by the problematic status of the role of physical features 
in determining personality and character. Clearly we identify 
some personality features via physical features — the look of the 
eyes, Ae character of the smile. The possession of some, though 
certainly not all, personality traits may be tied to the possession 
of certain physical characteristics. Perhaps some properties, for 
instance, elegance, while not being entirely physical attributes, can 
only be possessed by someone %vith certain physical attributes. I 
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mention this as a question of some interest requiring a detailed 
consideration \vhich cannot be given here. 

That someone might love another for certain of her features 
suggests a problem. Suppose someone else should appear ^vho 
also instantiates these properties. If the possession of these 
properties is someone’s reason for loving one, reasons being univer- 
salizable, he \sall have equal reason to love the other as well. 
Perhaps the second person more perfectly embodies those proper- 
ties ^vhich the lover previously lauded in the first. According to 
Gellner,’^ if someone in this kind of context should divide his 
affection between the two persons, neither relationship can be 
counted as a relationship of love. (We will have reasons to chal- 
lenge this assumption later.) In most actual eases the univcrsaliz- 
ability of reasons will not require a person, A, to extend his 
affection to cover both B and C where C is a second embodiment 
of those features which A lauded in B. For, often A’s reasons for 
loving B will involve reference to what B has done for him, to 
what they have done together. If A has been socially interacting 
with B, he is likely to have reasons of this character and these 
reasons would not be grounds for loving C as ^vell. Hotvever, sup- 
pose A falls in love with B from a distance and has no social 
contact with B. Even here, one of A’s reasons for loving B may 
be that it was B that first excited this passion in him. A might 
recognize that C would have done the same, if he had first known 
of C, But, A first met B and B generated the passion. A may now 
love B for having been the generator of the passion. 

Of course it is possible that reasons of this sort are not among 
A’s reasons for loving B and that either A does not love B for the 
reasons he thought he did, or that A will transfer his affection. I 
shall argue (part 11) that i£ A extends his afiection in this way, 
he may nonetheless love both B and G. If A does not think of 
himself as having any reasons for loving B that do not equally 
apply to C, and if A does not have any inclination to extend his 
affection to G, this provides us with the grounds for supposing 
that A is simply mistaken about his reasons for loving. That is, 
we would, I think, suppose that there is some present feature of 
B, or some feature of B’s history or their history together, that 
was important to A and was part of A’s reasons for loving B 
whereas the feature in question is not shared by G. 

There are two sorts of intriguing and subtle kinds of cases 
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^vluch might seem to suggest tiiat we have been assuming too 
readily that there is no problem in identifying ^vho the object of 
a love is. The first relates to the suggestion, to be found in Stend- 
hal, that one never really loves another person but one loves rather 
some creation of one’s imagination based on, but usually bearing 
little resemblance to, the actual person one appears to love. Fol- 
lo\ving Stendhal, I ^vi^ refer to this theory as the ‘crystallization’ 
theory of love. Stendhal thought of the actual object of a love 
as an imaginary creation built on and transforming a few true 
perceptions of the apparent object of the love, in a manner 
analogous to the growth of crystals on a branch placed in the 
Salzburg salt mines. Lawrence Durrell, in Clea, provides a model 
of what I take Stendhal to have in mind. Here Darley is pre- 
sented as suddenly realizing that he never loved Justine. He 
concludes that he loved some ‘illusory creation’ of his own 
based on Justine. The revelation comes to him on Justine’s in- 
forming him that it was pointless for her to return to him after 
their separation, for it was not her Darley loved. As the case is 
presented, Darley thinks of himself as loving Justine because of 
certain intrinsic features. But the features do not apply to 
Justine. 

Darley thinks of himself as loving Justine for a sequence 
0j , . . . , 0n of features which he takes to apply to Justine. If the 
following counter-factual is true, the case is easily dealt with. If 
Darley would feel as strongly about Justine should he come to 
see that she does not possess the properties in question, he does in 
fact, all things being equal, love her. He has simply been radic- 
ally mistaken about her. Perhaps when he discovers ^vhat she is 
really like his attraction for her will actually increase. Suppose 
on the other hand, Darley would not think of himself as loving 
Justine if he came to realize his mistake. In this case he never 
loved anyone at all and to speak of having loved an ‘illusory 
creation’ is, at best, a metaphorical way of saying that he mis- 
takenly thought of himself as loving someone as a result of radic- 
ally misunderstanding the sort of person she was. 

The ‘crystallization’ theory draws our attention to the notorious 
fact that we often misapprehend the properties of persons and 
often act in personal relationships on the basis of our beliefs about 
persons which arc ^vrong and sometimes radically so. But as a 
theory to the effect that we never love other persons, it is just 
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\vrong. We arc not ahvays mistaken about other persons. In many 
cases the beloved will in fact have some of the properties on the 
basis of which the lover loves. Even in eases of grave error, the 
lover may, as I argued above, be said to love in spite of being 
mistaken. 

The other intriguing ease concerning the real object of a love 
arises in psychoanalytic theory. Aberrant behaviour on the part 
of a person A, who appears to love person C, might be thought 
explicable in some contexts on the hypothesis that A docs not in 
fact love B but really loves, say, a parental figure. B is a sort of 
stand-in in an elaborate fantasy. This seems like a misleading 
description of the case. For, it is towards B and not towards, say, 
his mother, that A performs the action appropriate in a context 
of love. Perhaps it is therefore best to say that A does love B 
while admitting the existence of a causal connection between his 
attitude towards his mother and his altitude lo^va^ds B. Perhaps 
A would not care for B at all if he had not had a certain attitude 
towards his mother. Or, perhaps A’s loving B depends on his 
thinking of B in ways appropriate to thinking of a mother. 

It has been aigued that love involves having certain kinds of 
relations (the LCRs) to some person, and that it also involves 
thinking of the object of these relations in certain ways. In addi- 
tion love is essentially reciprocal Stendhal reports Andre le 
Chapelain as writing in his twelfth-century Code of Love ‘No 
one can love unless bidden by the hope of being loved’. It does 
seem to be a g-necessary truth that if A loves B, A -washes to be 
loved by B. We can see that this is a conceptual fact and not just 
a matter of fact about lovers, by seeing \vhat tvould be involved 
in imagining a case where A loves B but does not wish to be loved 
in return. The following situation, drawn with adaptation, from 
Dickens Little DottU seems to provide the sort of case we want. 
A loves B who is already married to another. A is particularly 
concerned for the welfare and happiness of B. A knows that B 
would not be happy loving him. For, if B loved A in return B 
would suffer extreme guilt feelings at taking on another affection 
while committed m marriage to another. B has, let us suppose, 
a loving husband and children A, being magnanimous, does not 
reveal his love for B, for fear that the mere revelation would 
precipitate reciprocated love and subsequent unhappiness for B. 
In one sense the lover does wish for reciprocated love. He would 
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^^^ish it if all things were equal. But given the circumstances as 
they arc, he does not ^vish it No doubt we would countenance 
the lover’s denial of any -wish for reciprocated love in the circum- 
stances. But to render this plausible wc had to imagine a case 
where the reciprocated love would be an unhappy love. Other 
cases can be provided if the lover is imagined to be masochistic 
or to be involved in some form of self-abasement. In the absence 
of such a background we ^vould simply fail to understand a denial 
of a wish for reciprocated love. If someone claims to love another, 
we understand him as wishing to be loved in return. We do not 
have to ask, ‘And do you wish her to love you?’ The inference to 
a wish for reciprocated love is blocked only if the background is 
filled out in certain ways. Loving entails, ceterus paribus^ the 
desire for reciprocated love. 

This essential reciprocity interestingly delimits love from many 
other concepts used in describing personal relations A clear case 
in point is that of worship. A’s worshipping B does not, ceterus 
paribus, entail that A wishes to be worshipped by B. Quite the 
contrary in fact. For, in wishing to be worshipped by B, A would 
be demeaning B from the elevated position relative to himself, 
that A accords to B, in thinking of B as an object of worship. Per- 
haps ‘liking’ is a more pertinent example for our present purposes 
We do not take someone’s claim to like another as implying a 
wish on his part to be Ukcd by the other person He may or 
may not. Perhaps we do take him as wishing not to be disliked but 
this is not the same as wishing to be hked. The reciprocal factor 
is similarly absent in the case of a commitment outside the context 
of a love relation (except possibly in the context of a contractual 
relation). A claim to be committed to my party leader does not 
imply a wish that he commit himself to me (I may think of 
myself as a lowly pawn not deserving such a commitment) in the 
way that a claim to be committed to my beloved does 

It is not suggested that the features of the concept of love which 
have been given provide anything like a calculus for deciding, 
objectively, whether or not any given relationship is one of love. 
The term ‘love’ has undeniable emotive force. Different 
individuals may require that the LGRs be satisfied to different 
degrees before awarding the epithet love to a relationship. It is 
not uncommon* to find the requirements placed so high as to 
make relationships that count as relationships of love a very rare 
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commodity. TIic account of love given is intended to disply only 
what one must think of as im'olved in thinking of a relationship 
as love. For instance, it is g-ncccssary that a ease of love involves 
concern. The person who thinks of himself as loving another, and 
who at some time sees himself as having failed to act as concern 
requires, must (g-ncccssarily) think of himself as having failed. 
He must see himself as being under a piima jacie obligation to 
make excuse. If the person docs not see the relation as one of 
love, he may not sec his failure to display concern as anything for 
which excuse need be made. One docs not have an obligation 
to display to just any acquaintance the sort of concern that loving 
involves. While we can thus display what is involved in thinking 
of a relationship under the concept of love, we have no critcrial 
test for ‘love’ simply because there are not public, objective 
standards as to the degree of concern, respect, etc., that is re- 
quired to constitute love. In the case studies that follow we will 
see something of the consequences of this fact. 

n 

Case one: love and responsibility 

This first case will be constructed around conflicting theories or 
‘pictures’ of love. On one picture of love, a picture most promi- 
nent in the romantic tradition, love is seen as a feeling or emotion 
which simply overcomes one with an all-conquering force. The 
lover is held to be a victim of his passion. And, if the lover can 
avoid giving in to his passion, it b not genuine. Thb picture will 
be called the involuntarbtic one. 

I have referred, to the above as a ‘picture’ of love. The reason 
for so doing b to avoid begging the question that the term is 
used or could consistently be used by those who would offer thb 
picture in a manner consent with the picture. For instance, 
someone might claim that ‘red’ b the name of a kind of purely 
private mental impression. It might be argued that no one uses 
the term in thb way and that no one could use a term in thb way. 
In my terminology this could be summed up by saying that thb 
person has an erroneous picture of the concept he in fact 
possesses. 

According to another picture, call this one the ‘voluntaristic’ 
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picture, love is seen as a deliberate, volitional commitment to 
another. It is this sort of picture that has at times been appealed 
to in justifying arranged marriage. The partners once selected 
and brought together \vill, it is felt, come to love one another if 
they make a sincere exercise of will. 

We can see how subscribing to one of these pictures can have 
a practical impact on one’s personal relationship. For, on the 
involuntaristic picture, to be in love is to be in a state of diminished 
responsibility. Once one is in the grip of love, one may act out 
of passion in ways that one cannot help. The picture is rarely 
held in this categorical form. Most commonly on this picture, love 
is taken as a force, difficult to resist, which comes not of the agent’s 
choice and brings not total absence of responsibility but the 
diminishing of culpability for acts done out of love. This picture 
is to be found in the writings of George Sand. Interesting illus- 
trations of the effects of adopting it can be found in the far from 
simple relations of the Herzens to the Herweghs (and others). 
Under the sway of George Sand, the protagonists, in what can 
only be described as an eternal polygon, followed courses of action 
which they themselves regarded as prima fade undesirable, in- 
volving as they did considerable unpleasantness for other parties. 
But acting out of love and seeing love in terms of the involun- 
taristic picture, they saw themselves as not culpable for these 
consequences. Or, more accurately, they saw themselves as less 
culpable than they would have seen themselves if the acts had 
not been done in the throes of love. 

One possible impact of the voluntaristic picture is seen in the 
context of unobtainable love. In the merry-go-round of relation- 
ships in Iris Murdoch’s Brunovs Dream, one of the protagonists, 
Lisa, is smitten with love for Miles who is unobtainable. Danby, 
who is presented as seeing love in an involuntaristic manner, loves 
Lisa. Lisa emphatically does not love him. Ho\vever, Lisa, pre- 
sented as subscribing to a voluntaristic picture, simply decides, 
^vhen it becomes clear that Miles is indeed unobtainable, to cure 
herself by taking up with Danby and by coming to love Danby. 
Of course, when she reveals this to Danby, with his ratlier more 
romantic picture of things, he is, to say the least, puzzled and 
sceptical. Danby thinks that either she loves Miles, and if so 
cannot volitionally pull off what she is attempting, or that she 
can pull this off and hcncc does not love Miles. Lisa thinks of 
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herself as both genuinely and passionately loving Miles and 
as capable of transferring this sort of affection volitional!/ to 
another. 

Both of these pictures have some basis in the conceptual facts 
about love as a look at tlic LGRs will reveal. For instance, among 
the LGRs arc the relations of respect, affection and attraction. 
The involuntaristic picture calls attention to these. One may 
identify the presence of affection, attraction and respect in terms 
partly of patterns of volitions. A crude example of this would 
be concluding that someone is attracted to another because he 
regularly does things \vith the intent of being in the presence of 
this person. But there is a sense in which these feelings arc not 
subject to volitions. For, I cannot here and no^v decide to feel or 
not to feel attraction for some given person. I can decide to try 
and see the girl next door, I cannot decide to be attracted to her. 
Of course, my deciding to go and see her may be evidence of a 
degree of attraction. Being attracted involves ^vanting. I do not 
decide my ^vants, I have them and decide on the basis of them 
to do or not to do various actions. I might decide to give these 
sorts of feelings the best chance of developing. I focus my atten- 
tion on the given person, I get to know them intimately, I try to 
dwell on their good points, and so on. Whether this \vill lead to 
attraction, only time will tell. Similarly, I can attempt to put 
myself in the worst position for the continuation of current feel- 
ings of attraction. I join the foreign legion, I associate intimately 
with other persons, I focus on the given person’s ^vorst character- 
isti(s and so on. Time and effort may bring success. 

Attention to other of the LGRs will bring out the conceptual 
basis of the voluntaristic picture. For instance, consider commit- 
ment. A commitment is something that I can here and now 
decide to take up. I can promise to commit myself for ever to 
another, I can promise always to be concerned. I cannot, in the 
same way, promise to be always attracted to another. 

On the* basis of the account given of love, we can reject any 
‘picture’ which allows only voluntaristic elements or only involun- 
taristic elements. But granted this, different individuals are free 
to give different stress to the importance of different LGRs in 
their conception of love. Someone can give more prominence 
to the aspects of love involving attraction, than to commitment. 
This is likely to reveal itself in the selection of paradigms this per- 
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her to think of Jude as having operated under false pretences 
and to see herself as having been trifled with. As we shall see, the 
various LGRs differ in their temporal aspects. Thus it may be 
that Jude and Jan are in a sense disagreeing at cross purposes 
in that they may be operating with conceptions of love that give 
different stress to the importance of particular LGRs. Some 
LGRs, like respect and affection, may be imagined to flourish 
and pass in a relatively short period of time. Some act or feature 
of a person might call forth feelings of respect or affection. Some 
later revelations may reveal that things are not as they appeared, 
thus ending the respect or affection. If the time span is sufficiently 
long, I think we would allow that affection can simply fade away 
without there being any particular occurrence ^vhich is seen as 
ending the affection. Perhaps Jude found some things about Jan 
intriguing which lose their mystery on constant exposure. How- 
ever, if the time span during which affection is thought to be 
involved is short enough, we have to think of some things having 
happened, some realization having occurred, which can be des- 
cribed as the reason for the withdrawal of affection. If an 
apparent affection begins in the evening and evaporates in the 
morning and if the person involved cannot point to something 
real or imagined which serves as a reason for the withdrawal of 
affection, ^ve would be inclined to view ilie affection as merely 
apparent. 

Goncem and commitment, on the other hand, seem signifi- 
cantly different in this respect from respect and affection. For it 
\vould seem that genuine concern or commitment cannot be 
terminated simply by some revelation about or change in the 
object of that concern or commitment. We are inclined to accept : 
‘I felt affection for her so long as I thought she was pure and 
innocent’ but not, ‘I was really concerned for her welfare so long 
as I thought she was pure and innnocent*. Being genuinely con- 
cerned or committed seems to involve a willingness on my part 
to extend that concern or commitment to the person even if I 
have been mistaken about that person with regard to some feature 
of her that led to the concern, and even if that person ceases to 
have those features that led me to be concerned or committed 
to her. I do not ^va^t to suggest that there is a total asymmetry 
between these pairs of relations. But to some extent, one measure 
of the degree of concern or commitment at a time, is the time it 



A conceptual investigation of love ibo 
extends and its constancy in the 

measure of affection at a time is more the '^ay « disposes me 
act at that time and not through some o^ ^ ^ i,,„re 

To return to Jude and ‘ ea" ^ 

of love which construes love as just a feeUng 
go. In deelaring his love he did not thmk *4" paper 

any commitments. If tire account o ^ g^g .^y]lat the 

is at all near the mark, we see Aat e declarations, 

concept involves and has possiby m J , , ggg that 

Or, h may be the c^e drat tW have dkrent con- 

love involves the satisfaction o ^jpegtion than commitment 

ceptions, Jude giving less str^ there is no conceptual resolu- 

than Jan does. As we saw in case , freedom to legislate 

tion of this sort of difference. ^ that each conception 

within certain ‘>°“"‘^/°“4’arrtied to forms of life. Just as 
is equally aPP™P"^“- ,9°"“4g Lt that we are sexual bMgs, 
our concept of love is tied organization. Thus, 

it is also tied to general conception of love 

someone like Donne in opting which personal 

ivould appear to be opting for a ginsely tied to long-term 

relations are diverse, changing a . .jyrjgnajjjes personal rela- 
responsiblities. In a society w , „.term responsibilities in the 
tions and attempts to tie them » 'ong tc™ ^ long-range 

form of children, it - "^-Jg^^^oTcormitment. 
conceptions of love which lay 

Coie three: multiple person love „mnnlv felt 

• I lew of love. It seems commonly leii 
Much is made of the particu ^ whatever 

that if A is in intimate relations 

the state of that relationship , , chapelain and E. A. 

this on authority as diverse , chapelain’s code of love 

Gellner.= Apparently propsit j consider 

was : no one can give nimseii multiple person 

whether anything in the cone P ^ relation, or MPLR, I 

love relations. By a muUip P jj intimate relations 

mean some social set-up m i whom he claims to love, 

ivith more than one per®*^’ , gj|,gc moralists, MPLRs are 


an one person, “Ch moralists, MPLRs are 

According to Fromm, J^pers • of 

ruled out as relations of love oy 



134 W. NcwlonSmith 

love'. This seems rather strong, What wc have here in fact is an 
attempt for nonnative purposes to enforce a range of paradigms, 
i,e. those which do not involve MPLRs. I %viU suggest that there is 
nothing in the concept of love which rules out MPLRs as relations 
of love. Any move to rule out the MPLRs will be a legislative one. 

No doubt there are severe practical difficulties involved in stag- 
ing a MPLR. The protagonist in such a situation is apt to find him- 
self spread a little thin if he attempts to provide thesortof concern, 
interest, commitment and so on which we take love to involve. 
In his paper on sexual perversion Nagel has elaborated on some 
of the complexities involved in staging a multiple person sexual 
relationship that would approach the paradigms of non-multiple 
person sexual relations. Such complexities are bound to increase 
dramatically in any MPLR. But, that it will be difficult to bring 
off does not show that it is in principle impossible. And there may 
be those like the carpenter in Agnes Varda’s film Le Bonheur 
who find it as easy to do for two persons as for one, what love 
requires. 

Difficulties are most apt to arise if the set-up is not mutual all 
round. By being mutual all round I mean that each person in the 
set-up claims to love each otlicr person involved. Suppose Jude 
thinks of himself as loving both Jan and Joe. Jude, Jan and Joe 
may be of the same or different sex. Jan and Joe not only loathe 
each other, they are most unhappy alxjut Jude’s divided affection. 
We may feel that Jude cannot be really concerned for both Jan 
and Joe if he continues this relationship in a manner which clearly 
distresses them. But probably all that is required for Jude to be 
thought of as loving both Jan and Joe is that he be thought of as 
distressed at their distress. Jude may think, say, that more happi- 
ness is to be had around by this shared affection than by one 
of them having his whole concern and affection. In any event, to 
show that love is not so exclusive as to rule out multiple love re- 
lationships wc need only imagine a set-up that is mutual all round. 

For those like Jaspers, who claims in his Philosophic that ‘He 
only does love at all who loves one specific person’, we might sug- 
gest the following thought experiment. Consider that all factors 
involved in loving, excepting any reference to numbers, are satis- 
fied to a liigh degree by the pair of persons, A and B, and by the 
pair, C and D. What grounds could one have for retracting a 
description of these cases as cases of love when it is discovered that 
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nature -m what it involves -it does have degrees. So the fact’s 
logic hides its nature. Hence the triviality of the claim that all 
our relatives are equally our relatives. (The last few sentences may 
be wrongly worded,' but I hope that the example suggests what 

I mean.) . 

To return to the claims about personhood. These ^vcre : that it 
is a further fact, and that all persons are equally persons. As 
claims about the fact’s logic, these are trivial. Certain people tliink 
the claims profound. They believe them to be true of the fact a 
nature. 

The difference here can be shown in many ways. Take the 
question, ‘When precisely does an embryo become a person?’ If 
we merely make the claims about the fact’s logic, wc shall not 
believe that this question must have a precise answer.® Certain 
people do believe this. They believe that any embryo must ather 
be, or not be, a complete person. Their view goes beyond the 
‘logical claims’. It concerns the nature of personhood. 

We can now return to the m^n ailment. About the facts of 
both personhood and personal identity, there are two views. 
According to the first, these facts have a special nature. They are 
further facts, independent of certain more specific facts; and in 
every case they must either hold completely, or completely fail 
to hold. According to the second view, these facts are not of 
this nature. They consist in the holding of the more specific facts; 
and they are matters of degree. 

Let us name such opposing views. I shall call the first kind 
‘Simple’ and the second ‘Complex’. 

Such views may affect our moral principles, in the following 
\vay. If we change from a Simple to a Complex View, we acquire 
two beliefs ; we decide that a certain fact is in its nature less 
deep, and that it sometimes holds to reduced degrees. These beliefs 
may have two effects: the first belief may weaken certain 
principles, and the second give the principles a new scope. 

Take the vie\vs about personhood. An ancient principle gives 
to the ^velfare of people absolute precedence over that of mere 
jmimals. If the difference between people and mere animals is in 
its nature less deep, this principle can be more plausibly denied. 
And if embryos are not people, and become them only by d^rees, 
the principle forbidding murder can be more plausibly given less 
scope.® 
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that, in its logic, it has no degrees. It is like ‘related to" in the 
use on which all our relaUves arc equally our relatives. But ‘con- 
nectedness’ has degrees. Between didcrent parts of a person s 
life, the connections of memory, character, and intention arc - in 
strength and number — more or Jess. (‘Connected to is like closely 
related to’; different relatives can be more or less close.) 

We can now restate the Complex Vjcu'. What is important in 
personal identity arc the two relations we have just sketched. One 
of these, continuity, is in its lo^c all-or-nothing. But it just in- 
volves connectedness, which clearly has degrees. In its nature, 
therefore, continuity holds to different degrees. So the fact of 
personal identity abo, in its nature, has degrees. 

To turn to the Simple View. Here the fact is believed to be, in 
its nature, all-or-nothing. This it can only be if it docs not just 
consist in (bodily and) psychological continuity — if it is, in its 
nature, a further fact. To suggest why : These continuities hold, 
over time, to different degrees. This is true in actual eases, but is 
most clearly true in some imaginary cases. We can imagine cases 
where the continuities between each of us and a future person 
hold to every possible degree.’ Suppose we think, in imagining 
these cases, ‘Such a future person must be cither, and quite 
simply, me, or someone else*. (Suppose we think, ‘Whatever hap- 
pens, any future experience must be either ivholly mine, or not 
mine at all ' ) If the continuities can hold to every degree, but the 
fact of our identity must hold completely or not at all, then this 
fact cannot consist in these continuities. It must be a further, inde- 
pendent, fact. 

It is worth repeating that the Simple View is about the nature 
of personal identity, not its logic. This is shown by the reactions 
most of us have to various so-called ‘problem cases’.® These re- 
actions also show that even if, on the surface, we reject the Simple 
View, at a deeper level we assume it to be true.® 

We can add this - rough - test of our assumptions. Nations are 
in many ways unlike people; for example, they are not organisms. 
But if -we take the Complex View, we shall accept this particular 
comparison ; the survival of a person, like that of a nation, is a 
matter of degree. If instead we reject this comparison, we take 
the Simple View. 

One last preliminary. We can use ‘I’, and the other pronouns, 
so that they cover only the part of our lives to which, when speak- 
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It will seem like the truth that all the parts of a nation s history 
are as much parts of its history. Because thh latter truth is super- 
ficial, ^ve at times subdivide such a history into that of a series of 
successive nations, such as Anglo-Saxon, Medieval, or Post-Im- 
perial England.” The connections between these, though similar 
in kind, differ in degree. If we take the Complex View, we may 
also redescribe a person’s life as the history of a scries of successive 
selves And the connections between these ^ve shall also claim to 
be similar in kind, different in degree.” 


ra 

We can now turn to our question. Do the different views tend to 
support different moral claims? 

I have space to consider only three subjects : desert, commit- 
ment, and distnbutivc justice. And I am forced to oversimplify, 
and to distort. So it may help to start with some general remarks. 

My suggestions are of this form : The Complex View supports 
certain claims.’ By ‘supports’ I mean both ‘makes more plausible’ 
and ‘helps to explain’. My suggestions thus mean : ‘If the true 
view is the Complex, not the Simple, View, certain claims are 
more plausible.'® We may therefore” be, on the Complex View, 
more inclined to make these claims ’ 

I shall be discussing two kinds of case : those in which the 
psychological connections are as strong as they ever are, and those 
in which they are markedly weak. I choose these kinds of case 
for the following reason. If we change from the Simple to the 
Complex View, we beheve (I shall claim) that our identity is in 
its nature less deep, and that it sometimes holds to reduced de- 
grees. The first of these beliefs covers every case, even those where 
there are the strongest connections. But the second of the two 
beliefs only covers cases where there are weak connections. So the 
tivo kinds of case provide separate testing-grounds for the two be- 
liefs 

Let us start ivith the cases of weak connection. And our first 
principle can be that we deserve to be punished for certain crimes. 

We can suppose that, between some convict now and himself 
when he committed some crime, there are only weak psychologi- 
cal connections (This will usually be when conviction takes 
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crime correspond to the degree of connectcdnc^ between himself 
now and himself when committing that crimc.-° 

If we add the further assumption that psycliological connec- 
tions are, in general, weaker over longer periods, the claim pro- 
vides a ground for Statutes of Limitations. (They of course have 
other grounds.) 


IV 

We can next consider promises. There arc here two identities in- 
volved. The first is that of the person who, once, made a promise. 
Let us suppose that between this person now and himself then 
there are only weak connections. Would this wipe a^vay his com- 
mitment? Does a later self start with a clean slate? 

On the assumption that I gave, the Complex View supports the 
answer, ‘yes’. Certain people think that only short-term promises 
carry moral weight. This belief becomes more plausible on the 
Complex View, 

The second relevant identity is that of the person who received 
the promise. There is here an asymmetry. The possible effect of 
the Complex View could be deliberately blocked. Wc could ask 
for promises of this form : ‘I shall help you, and all your later 
selves.’ If the promises that I receive take this form, they cannot 
be plausibly held to be later undermined by any change in my 
character, or by any other weakening, over the rest of my life, in 
connectedness. 

The asymmetry is this : similar forms cannot so obviously stay 
binding on the maker of a promise. I might say, ‘I, and all my 
later selves, shall help you’. But it is plausible to reply that I can 
only bind my present self. This k plausible because it is like the 
claim that I can only bind myself. No one, though, denies that I 
can promise you that I shall help someone else. So I can 
clearly promise you that I shall help your later selves. 

Such a promise may indeed seem especially binding. Suppose 
that you change faster than I do. I may then regard myself as 
committed, not to you, but to your earlier self. I may therefore 
think that you cannot waive my commitment. (It would be like 
a commitment, to someone now dead, to help hk children. We 
cannot be released from such commitments.) 
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him to refuse, he declares that he now releases her from this com- 
mitment. We have sketched two ways in ^vhich she might think 
that she is not released. She might, first, take her husbands 
change of mind as proof that he cannot now make considered 
judgments. But we can suppose that she has no such thought. Wc 
can also suppose that she shares our view about commitment. 
If so, she will only believe that her husband is unable to rclea^ 
her if she thinks that it is, in some sense, not he to %vhom she is 
committed. We have sketched such a sense. She may regard the 
young man’s loss of lus ideals as involving his replacement by a 
later self. 

The example is of a quite general possibility. We may regard 
some events within a person’s life as, in certain ways, like birth 
or death. Not in all ways, for beyond these events the person has 
earlier or later selves. But it may be only one out of the series of 
selves which is the object of some of our emotions, and to tvhich 
wc apply some of our principles.** 

The young Russian socialist regards his ideals as essential to his 
present self. He asks his wife to promise to this present self not 
to act against these ideals. And, on this way of thinking, she can 
never be released from her commitment. For the self to whom she 
is committed would, in trying to release her, cease to exist. 

The way of thinking may seem to be ^vithin our range of choice. 
Wc can indeed choose when to speak of a ne^v self, just as wc can 
choose when to speak of the end of Medieval England. But the 
way of speaking would express beliefs. And the wife in our ex- 
ample cannot choose her beliefs. That the young man whom she 
loved and mamed has, in a sense, ceased to exist, that her middle- 
aged and cynical husband is at most the later self of this young 
man — these cl^ms may seem to her to express more of the truth 
than the simple claim, ‘but they are the same person*. Just as we 
can give a more accurate description if we divide the history 
of Russia into that of the Empire and of the Soviet Union, so it 
may be more accurate to divide her husband’s life into that of two 
successive selves.** 


V 

I have suggested that the Complex View supports certain claims. 
It is worth repeating that these claims are at most more plausible 
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ficial.” But it seems to most of us peculiarly deep.^® This is why, 
if we change to the Complex View, we believe that our identity is 
in its nature less deep. 

Would this belief affect our principles? If it has effects, they 
would not be confined to the special cases where there are only 
weak psychological connections. They would hold in every case. 
The effects would not be that we give certain principles a different 
scope. They Avould be that we give the principles a different 
weight. 

Such effects could be defended on the following assumption. 
When some morally important fact is seen to be less deep, it can 
be plausibly claimed to be less important. As the limiting case, it 
becomes more plausible to claim that it has no importance. (This 
assumption is a variant of the one I used earlier.) The implica- 
tions are obvious. The principles of desert and commitment pre- 
suppose that personal identity is morally important. On the 
assumption I have just sketched, the Complex View supports the 
claim that it is - because less deep - less important. So it may tend 
to weaken these principles, 

I shall not here discuss these possible effects. I shall only say 
that the principle of commitment seems to be the less threatened 
by this weakening effect. The reason may be that, unlike the 
principle of desert, it is a conventional or ‘artificial’ principle. This 
may shield it from a change of view about the facts.*’ 

I shall now turn to my last subject, distributive justice. Here 
the consequences of a change to the Complex View seem harder 
to assess. 'IIic reason is this : in the case of the principles of desert 
and commitment, both the possible effects, the weakening and 
the change in scope, arc in theory pro-utilitarian. (Since these 
principles compete with the principle of utility, it is obviously in 
theory pro-utilitarian if they arc weakened.” And their new 
scope ^vould be a reduced scope. This should also be pro- 
utilitarian.”) Since both the possible effects would be in the same 
direction, ive can make this general claim ; if the change of view 
has effects upon these principles, these effects ^vould be pro- 
utilitarian. In the case of distributive justice, things are different. 
Here, as I shall argue, the Uvo possible effects seem to be in 
opposite directions. So there is a new question : which is the more 
plausible combined effect? My reply will again be: pro-utilitarian. 
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justice. If wc approach morality in a quite detached way - if we 
do not think of ourselves as potentially involved” -wc I 

think, be somewhat more inclined to reject these principles.” But 
this particular approach to moral questions docs not itself seem 
a sufficient explanation for utilitarian beliefs. 

The Complex View may provide a different explanation. These 
two are quite compatible. Utilitarians may both approach 
morality as observers, and take the Complex View. (The explana- 
tions may indeed be mutually supporting.) 

To turn to the remaining explanation. Utilitarians treat sets 
of lives in the way that we treat single lives. It has been suggested, 
not that they ignore the difference between people, but that they 
actually believe that a group of people is like a super-person. This 
suggestion is, in a sense, the reverse of mine. It imputes a different 
view about the facts. And it can seem the more plausible. 

Let us start with an example- Suppose that we must choose 
whether to let some child undergo some hardship. If he does, this 
will either be for his o^vn greater benefit in adult life, or for the 
similar benefit of someone else. Does it matter which? 

Most of us would answer : *Yes. If it is for the child’s own 
benefit, there can at least be no unfairness.’ We might draw the 
general conclusion that failure to relieve useful burdens is more 
likely to be justified if they arc for a person’s own good. 

Utilitarians, confusingly, could accept this conclusion. They 
would explain it in a different way. They might, for instance, 
point out that such burdens are in general easier to bear. 

To block this reply, we can suppose that the child in our 
example cannot be cheered up in this way. Let us next ignore 
other such arguments.” This simplifies the disagreement. 
Utilitarians would say : ‘Whether it is right to let the child bear 
the burden only depends upon how great the benefit will be. It 
does not depend upon who benefits. It would make no moral 
difference if the benefit comes, not to the child himself, but to 
someone else.’ Non-utilitarians might reply : ‘On the contrary, if 
it comes to the child hiir^lf this helps to justify the burden. 
If it comes to someone else, that is unfair.* 

We can now ask : do the two views about the nature of per- 
sonal identity tend to support different sides in this debate? 

Part of the answer seems clear. Non-utilitarians think it a mor- 
ally important fact that it be the child himself who, as an adult, 
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To review the argument so far. Treating alike single people and 
groups may come from aceepting some comparison between 
them. But there are two ways of treating them alike. We can 
demand fairness even within single lives, or reject this demand 
in the case of groups. And tlicrc arc t\so ways of taking this com- 
parison. We can accept the Complex View and compare a per- 
son’s life to the history of a group, or accept the reverse view 
and compare groups to single people. 

Of these four positions, I had matched the Complex View with 
the abandonment of fairness Tlic objection was that it seemed 
to be better matched wth the demand for fairness even within 
lives. And the rejection of this demand, in the ease of groups, 
seemed to require what I shall call ‘the Reverse View*. 

My reply will be tliis. Disregard for the principles of fairness 
could perhaps be supported by tlic Reverse View. But it docs not 
have to be. And in seeing why we shall sec how it may be sup- 
ported by the Complex View. 

Many thinkers have believed that a society, or nation, is like 
a person. This belief seems to weaken the demand for fairness. 
When we are thought to be mere parts of a social organism, it 
can seem to matter less how we are each treated.®® 

If the rejection of fairness has to be supported in this way, 
utilitarians can be jusdy ignored This belief is at best superficially 
true when held about societies. And to support utilitarian vie^vs 
it would have to be held about the \vhole of mankind, ^vhere it 
IS absurd. 

Doe the rejection of fairness need such support? Certain 
writers think that it does. Gauthier, for instance, suggests that to 
suppose that we should maximize for mankind ‘is to suppose that 
mankind is a super-person’.®* This suggestion seems to rest on 
the following argument. ‘We arc free to maximize ^vithin one 
life only because it is one life.’* So we could only be free to maxi- 
mize over different lives if they are like parts of a single life.’ 

Given this argument, utilitarians would, I think, deny the 
premise. They would deny that it is the unity of a life which, 
within this life, justifies maximization. They can then think this 
justified over different lives without assuming mankind to be a 
super-person. 

The connection with the Complex View is, I tlimk, this It is on 
this view, rather than the Simple View, that the premise is more 
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vra 

I shall next sketch a brief defence of this suggestion. And I shall 
start \vith a new distributive principle. Utilitarians believe that 
benefits and burdens can be freely weighed against each other, 
even if they come to different people. This is frequently denied. 

We must first distinguish two kinds of tveighing. The claim 
that a certain burden ‘factually outweighs’ another is the claim 
that it is greater. The claim that it ‘morally outweighs’ the other 
is the clzum that we should relieve it even at the cost of failing to 
relieve the other. Similar remarks apply to the weighing of bene- 
fits against burdens, and against each other. 

Certain people claim that burdens cannot even factually out- 
weigh each other if they come to different people. (They claim 
that the sense of ‘greater than’ can only be provided by a single 
person’s preferences.) I am here concerned with a different 
claim.** At its boldest this is that the burdens and benefits of 
different people cannot be morally weighed. I shall consider one 
part of this claim. This goes: ‘Someone’s burden cannot be 
morally outweighed by mere benefits to someone else.’ I say 
‘mere’ benefits, because the clsum is not intended to deny that it 
can be right to let a person bear a burden so as to benefit 
another. Such acts may, for instance, be required by justice. What 
the clmm denies is that such acts can be justified solely upon utili- 
tarian grounds. It denies that a person’s burden can be morally 
outweighed by mere benefits to someone else. 

This claim often takes qualified forms. It can be restricted to 
great burdens, or be made to require that the net benefit be pro- 
portionately great.** I shall here discuss the simplest form, for my 
remarks could be adapted to the other forms. Rawls puts the 
claim as follows : ‘The reasoning which balances the gains and 
losses of different persons ... is excluded.”* So I shall call this the 
‘objection to balancing’. 

This objection rests in part on a different claim. This goes : 
‘Someone’s burden cannot be compensated by benefits to some- 
one else.’ This second claim is, with qualifications,” clearly true. 
We cannot say, ‘On the contrary, our burdens can be compen- 
sated by benefits to anyone dse, even a total stranger’. 

Not only is this second claim clearly true; its denial is in no 
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object to balancing think it justified to let us bear burdens for our 
own good. So their claim must be that a person s burden, while it 
can be morally outweighed by benefits to him, cannot ever be 
outweighed by mere benefits to others. This is held to be so 
even if the benefits arc far greater tlian the burden. The claim 
thus gives to the boundaries between lives - or to the fact of non- 
identity - ovcnvhelming significance. It allows within the same 
life ivhat, for different lives, it totally forbids. 

This claim seems to be more plausible on the Simple View. Since 
identity is, here, thought to involve more, non-identity could 
plausibly seem more important. On the Simple Vic\v, we arc im- 
pressed by the truth that all of a person’s life is as much his life. 
If we are impressed by this truth — by the unity of each life — the 
boundaries between lives \vill seem to be deeper. This supports 
the claim that, in the moral calculus, these boundaries cannot be 
crossed. On the Complex View, we arc less impressed by this truth. 
We regard the unity of each life as in its nature less deep, and as 
a matter of degree. Wc may therefore think the boundaries be- 
ttveen lives to be less like those between, say, the squares on a 
chess-board,®” and to be more like those IjetNveen different coun- 
tries. They may then seem less morally decisive.** 


IX 

Wc can now turn to different principles, for example that of equal 
distribution. Most of us give such principles only some ^veight. 
We think, for instance, that unequal distribution can be justified 
if it brings an overall gmn in social welfare. But we may insist 
that the gain be proportionately great.®* ^ 

We do not, in making such claims, forbid utilitarian policies. 
We allow that every gain in welfare has moral value. But we do 
restrain these policies. We insist that it also matters who gains. 
Certjun distributions are, wc claim, morally preferable. We thus 
claim that we ought to favour the Avorst off, and to incline to- 
wards equality. 

Utilitarians would reply : ‘These claims are of course plausible. 
But the policies they recommend are the very policies which tend 
to increase total ^velfare. Tins coincidence suggests'® that we ought 
to change our view about the status of these claims. We should 
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This belief seems to support certain moral claims. If there is 
nothing to a nation but its citizens, it is less plausible to regard 
the nation as itself a (primary) object of duties, or possessor of 
rights. It is more plausible to focus upon the citizens, and to 
regard them less as citizens, more as people. We may therefore, on 
this view, think a person's nationality less morally important.®'* 

On the Complex View, we hold similar beliefs. We regard the 
existence of a person as, in turn, involving nothing more than the 
occurrence of interrelated mental and physical events. We do not, 
of course, deny the reality of people (our o\vn reality !). And we 
agree that we arc not, strictly, series of events — that we are not 
thoughts, but thinkers, not actions, but agents. But we consider 
this a fact of grammar. And we do deny that \vc arc not just con- 
ceptually distinct from our bodies, actions, and experiences, but 
also separately real. We deny that the identity of a person, of the 
so-called ‘subject’ of mental and physical events, is a further, 
deep, fact, independent of the facts about the interrelations be- 
tween these events.*^ 

Tlus belief may support similar claims. We may, when thinking 
morally, focus less upon the person, the subject of experience, 
and instead focus more upon the experiences themselves. Just as 
we often ignore whether people come from the same or different 
nations, so we may more often ignore whether experiences come 
within the same or different lives. 

Take, for example, the relief of suffering. Suppose that we 
can only help one of two people. We sliall achieve more if we 
help the first; but it is the second who, in the past, suffered more. 

Those who believe in fair shares may decide to help the second 
person. This will be less effective; so the amount of suffering in 
the two people’s lives tvill, in sum, be greater; but the amounts in 
each life will be made more equal. 

If we take the Complex View, we may reject this lineof thought. 
We may decide to do the most wc can to relieve suffering. To 
suggest why, we can vary the example. Suppose that ^ve can only 
help one of t^vo nations Here again, the one that ^ve can help 
most is the one ^vhose history ^vas, in earlier centuries, the more 
fortunate. Most of us would not believe that it could be right 
to allow mankind to suffer more, so that its suffering could be 
more equally divided between the histories of different nations. 

On the Complex View, we compare the lives of people to the 
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Our account suggests an explanation. Individualists claim that 
the welfare of society only consists in the welfare of its members, 
and that the members have rights to fair shares. 

Suppose that we are holists about society. Wc believe that the 
existence of society transcends that of its members. This belief 
threatens the first of the Individualist claims. It supports the 
vie^v that the welfare of society also transcends that of its mem- 
bers. This in turn threatens the second claim, for in the pursuit 
of a transcendent social goal, fair shares may seem less imi^rtant. 
Social holists may thus reject both of the individualist claims. 

Utilitarians reject the second claim, but accept the first. This 
would indeed be anomalous if tlicir attitude to these claims rested 
upon social holism. If this were their ground, wc should expect 
them to reject both claims. 

We have sketched a different ground. Rather than being holists 
about society, utilitarians may be atomists about people. This dis- 
solves the anomaly. For they are also atomists al^ut society, and 
this double atomism seems to support the two positions Ra^vls 
describes. If ^ve are atomists about society, tve can then more 
plausibly accept the first of the individualist claims, viz. that the 
^velfare of society only consists in that of its members.®' If ^vc are 
also atomists about people, >ve can then more plausibly reject 
the second claim, the demand for fmr shares. We may tend to 
focus less upon the person, the subject of experience, and instead 
focus more upon the experiences themselves. Wc may then decide 
that it is only the nature of what happens which is morally im- 
portant, not to ^vhom it happens. Wc may thus decide that it is 
always right to increase benefits and reduce burdens, whatever 
their distribution.®* 

Utilitarianism,’ Rawls remarks, ‘does not take seriously the 
distinction between persons.’®® If ‘the separateness of persons ... is 
the basic fact for morals’,®* thb is a grave charge. I have tried to 
show how one view about the nature of persons may provide 
some defence.®® 

Notes 

* I have been helped in writing this by T. Nagel, also by S. Blackburn, 

E, Borowitz, S. Clark, L Francis, H. Frankfurt, J Griffin, R. M. Hare, 

S Lukes, J. Mackie, A. Orcnstcin, G Peacocke, A Rorty, A. Ryan, S 

Shoemaker, D Thomas, R. Walker, and others 
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only to jmply the weakening of psychological connections It docs not 
report the discovery of a new type of thing We should take the ques- 
uon ‘When did that self end^’ as like the question, ‘What marked the 
end of medieval England^* Cf note 24 {There is of course another use 
of 'earlier self which, because it equates ‘self and ‘person , docs not 
distinguish successive selves) ^ 

15 I do not mean ‘more plausible than their denials’, I mean than tlicy 
would be if the Simple View were true*. 

16 The implied factual assumption surely holds for some of us 

17 Talk about successive selves can be used, like this, merely to imply 
the weakness of psychological connections It can also be used to assign 
moral or emotional significance to such a weakness This ‘evaluative^ 
use I have sketched elsewhere, in Parfit (1972) It is the ‘descriptive 
use which I need here On this use, if a convict says, ‘It was only my 
past self , all that he implies is the weakening in connections On the 
‘evaluative’ use, his claim suggests that, because of this weakening, he 
does not now deserve to be punished for his crime Smee the questions 
I am asking here all concern whether such a weakening does have 
such significance, it is the ‘descriptive’ use which I here employ The 
‘evaluative’ use begs these questions. 

18 Locke, Book II, chapter XXVII, section 26 (Cf also the ‘Defence of 
Mr Locke’s Opinion’ in certain editions of Locke’s Works (eg 11th 
edn, vol 3) ) 

19 Geach, p 4 

20 If we are templed to protest, ‘But it was just as much his crime’, we 
seems to be taking the Simple View The comparable claim, ‘Every 
accomplice is just as much an accomplice’ is, m the sense in which 
it is true, clearly trivial (Sec Parfit (1972)} (It is perhaps worth 
repcatmg that the Complex View deals with our relations at certain 
times, to ourselves at other times Tlie convict and criminal are, time 
lessly, the same person But the convicts present self and his past self 
are not the same, any more than Roman and Victorian Britain are 
the same) 

21 This IS only generally true Old men, for instance, can be closer to 
themselves m childhood than to themsclws m youth 

22 It involves the new use of pronouns and of the word ‘man’, to refer 
to one out of a scries of selves 

23 I have here moved from the use of talk about successive selves which 
is merely ‘descriptive’, which merely implies the weakening of conncc 
tions to the use which is also ‘evaluative’, which assigns to such a 
weakening certain kinds of significance It may seem confusing to allow 
these difTcrcnt uses, but they cannot be sharply distinguished The 
'merely descriptive' use lies at the end point of a spectrum 

24 If we take the Complex View, we might add ‘It would be even more 
accurate to abandon talk about ‘selves”, and to describe actions, 
thoughts, and experiences m a quite impersonal ’ way (Cf Strawson, 
pp 81-4) If these are not ascrib^ to any ' subject”, their various inter 



Later selves and moral principu 


lOw 


connections can then be directly 

oi experience” like d.at of a “ at U is lusX and nothing more, 
mous convenience. ^^wArMni r) M2 Those who disagree, sec note 
it can be safely used. (Gf. Mill, p. of a persisting object. 

57). These remarks may not apply to th framework. But observed 
This may be essential to the tpatm-tempo al ftammm^^- 
objects do not require observers. They req .prison’ to 'successive 

Here is another way in which the iddlc age, the 

self may help to express the truth, upp , 'j,, jf jj asked in 

Russian wife asks herself. 'Do I'™' tr-uLy then realise that 
this form, she may find the question , S’ ,. (Xhe object of 

there is someone she loves - her hus an Solzhenitsyn, p. 

love can he in the past. We can love the dead.) t.l. 

393: j come ... He felt sorry, 

Innokenty felt sorry for *>" “"** did not live with these days, 
not for the wife he lived svith and y jar the blond girl 

the wife he was going to leave apin s , l^^d known 

with the curls hanging down to her shoulders, gw 
in the tenth grade. . . . 

Cf. also Nabokov, p. 64; _ i„„.d in the world was 

They said the only thing this EngliAma remained 

Russia. Many people could pt '““tdlXuld invariably be : 
there. Moon’s reply to questions of ib Babylon 

‘Ask Robertson’ (the orientalist)^ why e that Babylon 

The perfectly reasonable objection would be e 
no longer existed. Moon would nod wit ^ J gjjty, While he 
the Bolshevist insurrection a certain c ear- ^-imhivc phases, some 

willingly allowed *=>*■ by-and-by, ato^t^ nevertheless 

Civilization might develop m the bov imreoeatablc. . • • 

maintained that Russia was conclude a remark that Shoe- 

25 As, for example, Leibniz niay have done^ ^ .dnilar view, 

maker quotes in Care, p 127. Ixicke identical substance, 

(I refer to his claim that 'whether it be the s^e ^jj, , 

which always thinks in the same person . . ’ -yoted by Chisholm 

26 As Williams suggests. Cf. Bayle’s reply to Lemnu: q Penelhum, 

in Care, p. 139; and, for other statements, > Reid, Essay HI, 

closing chapters (both implicit), Butler, pp* 

chs 4 and 6, and Chisholm (more explicit). orinciple of desert 

27 We should perhaps add the obvious remark tha ^^bout 

seems itself to be more threatened ^ y a . 

personal identity, but about psychologica cau ;n..,ance, emphasized 

28 That it may in practice be mdtnvick (1902), P- 

•m Sidgwlck (1901), Book IV. ch. V- %S.dp«f„iL Is U 

writes, ‘It may be -I think it is -true that ,d stage of intellectual 

for practical use by human beings at an advanceu 
development.’) . , „ hold the principle 

29 There arc some exceptions. If, Inc ms an , 
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of desert m its 'negative’ form (cf Hari), its receiving less scope may 
in theory seem anti utilitarian Useful punishments might be ruled out 
on the ground that they are no longer desen'cd But this would m 
practice be a minor point {And there seems to be no corresponding 
point about commitment ) 

30 Rawls, p 27, andpp 185-9 

31 Rawls mentions G I Lewis (Rawls, p 188), but the explanation cannot 
hold for him, for he insists upon the claims of justice (Lewis, pp 
553-4) The explanation may seem to apply to Hare, see Hare (1963), 
p 123. but p 121 suggests that it docs not In Machaye, pp 129- 
30 and p 189 seem to fit, but again, pp 146-50 point the other way 

32 Among the many utilitarians who clearly remam detached is Sidgwick 
To quote a typical sentence ‘I as a disengaged spectator should like 
him to sacrifice himself to the general good but I do not expect him 
to do It, any more than I should do it myself m his place ’ (Sidgwick 
(1901), pp xvii-xviu ) Sidgwick ended the first edition of his book tv ith 
the word ‘failure’ mostly because he assigned such eight to the dis 
tinction between people (Sec, lor example (1901), p 404, or (1902), 
p 67, or the remark m Mmd (1889), pp 483-4, ‘The distinction 
between any one individual and another is real, and fundamental 
(Sidgwick’s own view about personal identity is hard to judge In 
(1901), pp 418-19, he appears to disclaim one form of the Complex 
View In Mind (1883) p 326, he admits a Kantian claim about the 
necessity of the ‘permanent, identical self Perhaps (like Kant himself^) 
he was tom between the two views )) 

33 As we do if we are either contracting agents (Rawls), or universal 
presenbers (Hare) 

34 As the contrast between the two halves of the first quotation in note 
32 may suggest For a different suggestion, see Hare (1972) and (1973) 

35 Such as those which appeal to the undermining of the general sense 
of security, or to pessimism about the ‘acceptance utility’ of utilitarian 
beliefs 

36 Cf the claim of Espmas, that society *is a living being like an individual’ 
(Perry, p 402) Good Hegelians do not argue in this wav 

37 Gauthier, p 126 

38 Someone might say ‘No We are free, here, because it is not a moral 
matter what we do with our own lives ’ This cannot be right, for we 
are allowed to maximuie within the life of someone else (Medicine 
provides examples Doctors arc allowed to maximize on behalf of 
their unconscious patients) 

39 As Rawls seems to do Cf his remark the utilitarian extends to society 
the principle of choice for one man’ (p 28, and elsewhere, eg p HI) 
The assumption here is that the route to utilitarianism is a change m 
the scope, not of distributive principles, but of their correlative our 
freedom to ignore these principles 

40 p 27, cf p 191, cf also Nagel, p 134 

41 The utilitarian attitude is impersonal Rawls suggests that it ‘mistakes 



Later selves and moral pnneipies 

impersonality lor impartiality’ (p. suggestion, unlike 

dcrite from a view about the nature /„;,\t““ula,ive prin- 

his, may be no critieism. For as '>■=/"“= „*'^Xrthing’ (p. 29). 
ciple tor anything depends upon aidcrent lives ean, I think, 

42 The possibility of ‘factual weighing j Complex View. But 

he shown with an argument which appeals to the v,omi 

the argument would have 10 be long. »Ynn’«5 loss against a 

43 Cf. pLry, p. 674: ‘We do not . . , balan- one -- 

million’s gain. We ackno\\lcdgc th which it is impossible 

of value associated with each ^rty^ el qualified. (It is not 

to discriminate. Tins claim seems t weighing.) 

wholly clear whether Perry is objecting y , ^ asking 

44 p. 28 I omit the words ’as it they were one p rson , 

whether this reasoning must involve this ““““P . first person 

45 The main such qualification is to exclude eases wnc 

wants the second to receive the benefit. isj.,eel's Like Rawls, Nagel 

46 It seems worth mentioning here an idea o g affected 

claims that if we imagine that we arc suggests that 

parties, we may then igno'c the daims^ohust^^^^^^ 


this is only so if our future lives arc to I ^ 

imagine a person splitting into sc\'crai pers • • . ^ number 

sense in which an individual might cxpcc . (Nagel, pp- 

of different persons -not he believes, ‘renders plausible 

141-2; cf. Rawls, pp. 190-1.) This interpersonal com- 

the extremely strict position that there ^ difference whether 

pensatien for saerifiee’. Why? How or concurrently? The 

the person’s future lives are to be lived /...’re lives is, in cither 
relation between the person now and e (1971), pp* 4-10 ) 

ease, the same (It is ‘as good as surv^^a , se ^ould in a sense be his 
Nagel suggests an answer: 'Each of [t e] supplementary ex- 

unique life, without deriving any compensa v unique lives he is 
periences, good or bad, by seepage from he oto^u 
leading at the time ’ This, of course, is value. It suggests 

p 15 above ) It treats pure compensation as ^^j,en 

that compensation only matters when it ac u experiences’). The 

It produces ‘compensatory • • supplementary f 
disagreement seems to disappear’ ^ That it is unjust to 

47 This distinction bears on the ^ ® claim can be given no 

punish the innocent cannot be denied; u guilty- 

weight We might say, ‘It is just as ba P factually weigh over 

48 It might do so, indirectly, if we No one (that I 

different lives, and adopt utility as our only prmc p 

know) holds this position. ,„pnts in which the objection 

49 It would be their reply to the many arg intertwined C ^ 

to balancing and the claim about -nsated for, by . • • 

Raivls’s phrase ‘cannot be justified by, or comp elsewhere. Perry 
(p. 61), and similar remarks on pp- 14 » P- ’ 
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practical convenience. (See 

Ltement.) But even it the compart^n M 

still hold in the respcetswhKh are mo . y P ^ ,i,c demand 

SB Someone might object: Tins rcas £ . ^ ^ ^ might make the 

tor equal distribution as between cn« e We 

demand in a „ ocoplc (or “successive selves ) 

might value equal distribution as c \ ~nd seems, on reflection, 

at 'any given time.' True. But tins nm How can 

implausible. Why the rcstnctio ^ demand may, d 

simultaneity have intrinsie moral we.ght? ^e "ew 
ol course, have good effects. Tins is c oversimplification. There 

59 I am here forced (by lack of sjwcc) g ^vc are atomists 

arc many intermediate views. To give nations to organisms. 

about organisms, we shall find It easier 4 qq onwards and Hobhouse. 

For some of the complexities see erry, p- 

60 Rawls, p. 29. . . .,,^1 rollected, so the public 

61 Ct.; 'As the public body is every , (xhomas Paine, quoted 

good is the collected good of those , jj commend ‘one man 

in Lukes, p. 49). Sidgsvick tfmarks that wh.^^^ *ere 

dying for his country . . . it p 79.) We might still deny 

would be no country to die for. { of nrivate goods on the 

that ‘the public good is merely a . . • co irteducibly public goods 

ground that ‘men desire fo 

(Plamenatz, p. 251). But this utilitarian claims, sue 

62 The Complex View seems also to supp quality of his ex* 

as that the welfare of a person ,ifilment of his various parti* 

periences, or (to give a variant) ^ , 19-20) that ‘Benth^ s 

cular desires. Cf. the remark m entirely transitional’, smee 

principle of individualism*, unlike Mi . reducible to the indivi- 

‘Bentham is saying that . . . ^ a comm^ individua s 

duals who are said to be its mem c , ^ legislation, to the 

reducible, at least for the 
pleasures and pains which they are sai os 

63 Rawls, p. 27; cf. Nagel, p. 134- 

64 VSTirUcr « flQ-l. /.f r, 994. 


> Kawis, p. 27’, ct. rvagei, p. 

1 Findlay, p. 393; cf. p. 294. -j 

3 I have not claimed that it could prov 


o.ffirient defence. 
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,vrites 'The happmess o! “ 

0 , e.en ,o X“„„ “ balancng (Perry. P 671) 

seems to equate rt ith u anrl another is as plain as the difference 

50 C! ‘The difference bemeensell and another IS a p 

between black '“°“r^Sj^ Vie«, we may claim that the 

51 Someone might object 0"‘ ' ^ but do not claim that 

parts of each life arc less boundaries between Ines 

S.„e IS more tm.ty '•'“/^“uld'mnver ‘Not so Take for 

arc, on this view, just as deep decide that to be a person, 

comparison the fact of personhood y ^ bejond 

as opposed to a mere animat, is not in ^^^cs, hut that it just con 
the fact of hat mg certain more spe p P ^ uiorc like 

sists in this fact This ■ 7 ”' '““If remmes a believed difference 

mere animals than we thoug animals less deep 

So It makes the rvimvs abo™ personal identity ' 

Similar remarks apply to the two oall the 

52 These are examples of what both Si P Louis's prin 

intuitionism of Common Sense should point out that a con 

eiples, or his •eontraetuaP argument (I should po be m no way 
trietual argument 'o' *'P""'f“°2S^ontraetual argument, 

weakened by the Complex Vjevv But alongs^ by the 

Rawls suggests another that ^se p P „i ^hich, however 

plurchly of persons (of p 29) This « U'tt , 

Long, seems to me less strong ot the C«mpl“ V ^ 

53 See, for instance, Sidgwiek (1901), p Lnds to weaken distributive 

54 I am here chimmg that the Complex ^c scope’ M'S^' 

principles What of the other possible effect, the B 

Ic demand fair shares jueeC’sivje selv cs^^P be ra^^ 
239) But the demand -uould, 1 lollwins chim 

And the argument in the text only q supported than 

weakenmg of distributive principles "OuW he outweich 

vlidcnmg m their scope The effects ol '!>' ^c distributi'C 

-'‘''",“’5. .u. juiiec As the limiting «se .1^ 6^ scope 


r e^ms-orSie Tattm As the limiting -e 

principles no weight, nothmg follows from^^^ , „h ol 

55 This IS ontological I ju-.L individualism’) See. f ^ 

analytical rcductiomsm (or methodolog ,nd Kripke. P 

instance, Strawson, p 201, Dummett. p 24-. 

have no space to pursue this jioint here mar 

5G We could, of course, still claim that h P°^'“ lidm^ 

a nation has supreme importance But t .is_ ^ _( ,bc mdcF""^ 
still be less supported by this vimv ,u support 

reality, winch this view denieswould haven 

57 Someone might object ,,„ctibeil eou'‘^ 

bcn>ecn citizens could in theory , ph)SiC3t c' , 

nations Tlic ‘ntcrrclations bcuswi me » ’subject ^ ^ 

„e, 1,1 theory be deser.bed wr.hou. ™"’'“'^,^^ce n «"y 
penenee" This seems to me false 
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Psychological explanations ana ■“ 

and-answer. However, it often 

to go beyond this and „ ^nv explanation 

haviour. I propose to define f" verbal answer by 

which goes beyond the immedi^e y Ps-explanation tries 

invoking general knowledge of immediately-present con- 

to take into consideration not jus background con- 
scious awareness, but a great vanety o environmental 

didons such as desires arid ^sitiom,^^ P.^ ‘knowledge of 

and physiological vanables. Th P 

behaviour’ is meant to include knew e g j.e.describe more 

say (‘acts’) as well as what the psyc o og , secretions.* It 
technically in terms of movements “ ® definition for an 

is perhaps mistaken to attempt any m P ^ smiles, 

aLittedly vague tenn. It ivUl perhaps “‘^uld all be 

tears and blusL, as well as speech and physical acts, 

understood as ‘behaviour’ in the ^ be clarified 

Certain other features of the gj of children’s 

by considering its use in the .^vj,en a child cries 

behaviour and psychopathology. For P to 

or throws a tantrum one may ^ explanation. (He 

this Asking the child is one f one may use a Ps- 

may answer : ‘I don’t like you . ) o > attention be- 

explanation such as ‘He frustrlted earlier and 

cause he was being ignored or n because they seek 

this is the reaction’. These are Ps-exp employ generaliza- 

to go beyond question-and-answer and they employ g 

tions concerning behaviour. exolanation is often com- 

It is interesting to note * cimolv rephrase the explana- 
municated to the child. One migh P Y „ay to get 

tion in the second person, c.g.^ reason for corn- 

attention because you ^verc being ’ thereby to change 

municating the explanation is One may often 

the behaviour in a more desira explanation in more 

judge that it is better to commumc. comprehension of 

suitable terms depending upon th g com- 

the child. One might even argue tha • ^ harm. My 

municating the explanation may o b ^^municate tlic 
own conviction is that it is most o .„rds tliat would appear 

explanation to die child using tlic _ fhe justification 

in the corresponding third-person cxplanauon. 


8 Psychological explanations and 
interpersonal relations 

Michael Schleifer 


Is there any legitimacy in the use of psychological explanations 
{‘Ps-explanations’ for short) in our ordinary interpersonal rela- 
tions? In what way can Ps-explanations rationally affect our 
evaluations of what people do as well as \vhat they say? P. F* 
Strawson’s British Academy Lecture, ‘Freedom and Resentment , 
has as a main theme the denial of the legitimacy of using Ps-explana- 
tions in our normal relations with people. I shall attempt to claruy 
the use of psychological explanations by considering two special 
kinds of relationships : that beUveen an adult and a child, and 
that between a therapist and his client. I shall then argue that 
Strawson is wrong to depict these relationships as relevantly 
different from so-called ‘normal’ ones and consequently that Ps- 
explanations may affect our evaluations of what any person does 
or says. 

In defending the last part of the thesis, namely, that ^ve may 
legitimately make use of Ps-cxplanations in regard to what pwple 
say, I shall also consider very seriously the objections of philos<> 
phers like Sidney Hook and Raphael Demos,' who reject this 
view as ad hominem, and fallacious. In propounding my own 
view, I attempt to avoid the errors which would leave the present 
thesis open to the objections of the^ philosophers. 


Whenever one is confronted with human behaviour it seems quite 
legitimate, and it is often necessary, to attempt to understan 
and explain it We may be satisfied with a superficial question- 
170 
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nately, this view is both false and irrelevant. It is irrelevant if it 
restricts the question to explanations of the psycho^ yuc ype 
— which many philosophers are prone to do. or 
emphasize that the Ps-explanations characterized above are by no 
means restricted to explanations of any one oo^ ( 
explanations using Freudian theory can certainly e me u e 
my broader classification). For that matter,^ Ps-exp anations ma 
be relatively atheoretical. The explanation in terms o r«n o 
ment’ used above is considered by some psychologists to e co 


plelely atheoretical.® ,, 

The view that Ps-explanations must imply that 
rationalizations is similarly irrelevant if it has restnete t e 

Sion to so-called non-teleological (‘causal ) explanations, or 

is nothing in the logic of an explanation of beha\aour nor 
history of psychology which precludes Ps-explanations 
teleological,'' In any case the view that p^choli^ts mu 
sarily hold reasons to be ‘rationalizations^ is a e ■ 
psychologist in attempting to explain behaviour ^ nV,out 

psychoanalytic notions) is committed to any particuar vi 
the everyday reasons people cite. Logic demands on y 
committed to some view about the relative 
first-level explanations. But it is this very inadequacy w 
be characterized. . _ u ^ 

The question of the adequacy of explanations ca 
sidered in two different ways -as a general pro em 
phUosophy of science or as a more specific philosophical 
related to moral and legal contexts. Seen as a gener ? . 

about scientific explanation, questions of laws, gener ’ 

and predictive value are relevant to the qu^tion o ^ * 

whatever makes an explanation from physics (say) more ttu: 
than common sense \vill hold for Ps-explanations ^ n another 
mately one explanation is seen as more adequate a 
upon appeal to the principles of simplicity and X' --g 

It is more fruitful for present purposes, ^text 

other features of explanations — those more relcvan o 
of interpersonal relations. Here more pertinent ana * ri;<u:iD- 
vided by explanations in medicine, history, and latv. i 
lines use explanations in a somewhat different way, x 

unnecessary to assume some difference m km c 
natural science and human explanations. All forms o - • * 
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for communicating the Ps-cxplanations is exactly tlic same, in my 
view, in the case of children as in the case of psychotherapeutic 
patients. 

^ Let us take an example from psychopathology' : a man has left 
his job and has begun drinking excessively; he is often violent 
and unreasonable at home with his family. In order to help this 
person one would want to understand his behaviour. If simply 
asked, he might say : ‘I am fed up with the world.’ A clinical 
psychologist would certainly go beyond this and attempt to isolate 
the active ingredients — past and present, environmental and 
phyaological - which explain the man’s behaviour. One Ps- 
e^lanation might be : ‘You have built up a tolerance for alcohol 
w ich has given reinforcement as an anxiety-reducer ^vhen taken 
m the past.’ Knowledge about behaviour in general is used to 

explam the individual case. 

These examples may throw light on two important and related 
quesUons concerning Ps-explanatlons : Why are they used? Ho'V 
0 ey rdate to what X can tell us about his o^vn behaviour. 



P .1 second question lapses into the first : viz, why use 

berni^ ^^^tions? The short answer to that question has to be. 
SurplJ^'f more adequate and satisfying as explanations 

bv fill acknowledged that the Ps-explanations given 

bv thp parent are better explanations than those given 

patient? But this leaves the task of depicting the 
*■ in sh explanation more adequate, more satisfying 

The ° another. 

phOosophical characterization of P^" 
Ps*exnlan°?^ which I cannot accept. According to this 
rive nKr. undermine the ordinary reasons that X migh 

reasonQ ^ behaviour, and this is because all norm^a 
vie\v ^mehow bad ones (mere ‘rationalizations’)-* If ^ ® 

exnlnmt^^ correct, it would count against my claim that s 
rnnfiKsSr, ^ general use. For there would be concepma 

n in supposing that all reasons must be bad ones. Fo u 
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a person; this is also made explidt at the beginning 

light it not be that Ps-explanations have the same legitoate 

role in our normal interpersonal relations name y ^ P ntUei- 

process of evaluating and changing the behaviour o 

and oneself? 


n 

Ps-explanations clearly make a difference in regard ^ , 
concerning responsibW for undesirable As po^ed^ 
above. we"wm often modify our views “ncemmg 
ness and punishability as we make an attemp children 

behaviour in questiom Just as we do th^ m ^ 
and people seeking treatment in psychologica c ’ j 
and do maintain this attitude towards people “ 
one justify this point of view in out interperroii g^js^ered 

A deinmd for justification is ambiguous. It "or 

by showing the point of the practice and some § ^ 

it may be drat the question of justification lies deeper 
-a challenge to demonstrate that the prac ice ouestion 

with other basic values and beliefs. I 'eave section. For 

of moral justification and legitimacy for ,vhich shows 

the present I rvUl restrict myself to the 

the point of the practice. I take it that the ^ rifiration - follow- 
will also indicate the beginnings of the mora jus 
ing a standard Benthamite procedure.* v,i rr,- others with 

The modifications of one’s tendency to Wam^°*^e^y_ 
whom one has personal relations is done When 

for the same rLons, as in the so-called “;f^/,f^gdicate 
confronted with undesirable behaviour i fractions. For ex- 
this behaviour than to reinforce it rvith o talking too 

ample, suppose we know a person mth the nam ,gjned 

much about his achievements. This behaviour S affection 

as the result of pressures towards grater accep regard 

by others, coupled with a paradoxical ! jc^gee of what 

wc are more likely to understand the 'tuger all-too- 

Ihc person is saying and doing -as an «pr^ pur- 

human trait which we know generally o . rather 

selves. If we did not attempt a Ps-explanat.on 
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tions have certain features in common; I am here concerned 
with the differences. 

The first important feature of these explanations is their close 
association with an immediate practical need. Gollingwood, talk- 
ing of medical explanations, emphasized their close ties to our 
goals of prevention and control.® Ps-explanations - like medical 
ones - are tied to attempts at changing the behaviour in a direc- 
tion which is considered better. They are more adequate, provided 
they give us this ability to handle, treat and change the behaviour 
in desired directions. 

Philosophers of law have similarly underlined the practical 
nature of legal explanations - a feature tliey share with medical 
and historical explanations. Hart and Honore make use of Col- 
lingwood’s analysis up to a point : legal explanations arc indeed 
‘practicar, but they have a specific practical function; they are 
used in attributive contexts.® (In this respect legal explanations are 
somewhat like historical ones, but rather different from the 
medical example.) Now Ps-explanations — like legal explanations 
- arc also often tied to attributive contexts. We may be concerned 
with an evaluation of the behaviour and with possible subsequent 
action. 

With this general characterization in mind let us reconsider the 
use of Ps-explanations. They are invoked by the clinical psycholo- 
^st as the first step in an attempt to change or ‘treat’ the 
ehaviour : the Ps-explanation is part of the psychotherapy. With 
children, similarly, questions concerning how to alter their 
behaviour inevitably arise for parents. Concerned with teaching 

eir children, as well as with the inevitable practical problems 
o discipline, parents invoke Ps-explanations as part of the first 
step towards some sort of action. We now have an answer to the 
quesuon: why are Ps-explanations more adequate? They better 
serve the needs of the situation - cither the need to help a person 
c ange as in therapy, or the need to make an evaluation concem- 
ing quesions of culpability and punishability. 

hese ends are clearest in the special cases discussed, but tlie 
same ends are part of normal personal relationships. This may 
seem less tlian obvious, but that may be because the processes and 
en^ are usually less explicit. A parent sees himself quite clearly 
as involved in the forming of the life of the child. It is similarly 
obvious that a therapist is involved in changing the beliaviour of 
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and docs. Furthermore, there are feues of 
defined above) in which questions of blame an p -jjjjjjy 

completely irrelevant. One important example is u,F„ntiation 
of a person for what he says regarding its truth mbs mtiatiom 
We must make evaluations concerning truth jy ,ye 

in order to decide to accept or reject what was ' , things 

must evaluate the importance, relevance an whether or 

said to us. These evaluations will affect our ec influence 

not to accept what was said; at other times ^ ^^hat 

our decisions concerning possible action as ^ ns Ps- 

was said. In regard to most of these sorts of explanations 

explanations may be directly relevant. rfiffers de- 

The applieabiW of Ps-explanations to the 

pending upon the type of evaluation mvo • . 

more questions of truth and falsehood are the evalua- 

te legitimate is the use of a Ps-explanaUon mm^^^ 

tion. Convemely, where the evaluations^e te ^ec ly ^ 
with issues of truth, the applicability of Ps-exp ^ajuations : 

It may be helpful at this point to list the types of evaluations 

(1) Punishment. 

(2) Blame. 

(3) Decision concerning possible action. 

(4) Acceptance or rejection. • d to all 

Questions of truth and falsehood are in -t-. arise 

ev^uations. Clearly, before questions of At 

there are questions concerning what, u When questions 

that stage Ps-explanations have little app ca ■ make 

of causation arise the ascriptive nature o -valuations are 
Ps-explanations more relevant. Finally, w p j^j^adons can 
concerned ^vith whether or not to purus ’ ^ j argued 

have an important bearing on the types of evalua- 

above. I turn now to consider the third and fourth typ 

tions listed above. , , , ^ware that he may 

When a child says something we shou • ^ty the content 
be attempting to express much more a ^ 

of his utlLnce. If he reports: ‘I f rt're maTbVmore \hm 
school today!’ one should realiac that m school. One may 
the simple report of an unimportant v ^ consequence 

^vant to evaluate ^vhat action one mig i 
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contented ourselves with a superficial characterization of the 
behaviour, we would more than likely react \sith hostility and 
have the ironic effect of strengtliening the very behaviour ^v•c 
wish to eliminate. Ho^vcver, in view of the Ps-cxplanation of this 
behaviour, it becomes irralional to react with hostility and blame. 
In the final analysis it is rational to employ Ps-explanatlons to 
alter our ascriptions of culpability because we ^vill thereby help 
achieve the behaviour and relationships that ^vc want. 

Questions concerning blame and punishment represent one 
very important form of evaluation. These evaluations are usually 
labelled issues of ‘responsibility* and arise where the behaviour is 
somehow unwanted. The concept of ‘responsibility* need not be 
defined in terms of blame and punishment and can be given an 
independent analysis. Moreover, it is important to do so because 
of the implications for current philosophical and legal de- 
bates.*^ 

‘Responsibility’ can be defined as the unique ability to give an 
account or make a response. One should rephrase the definition 
to take the inevitable prepositional context into account. Thus 
what is responsibility for something? It is the ability to give an 
account of (for) that thing. The ‘thing’ can best be characterized 
as a situation where this refers to any ‘possible’ (practically 
pCBsible) state of affairs under a certain description. What makes 
one responsible, then, for a situation under a certain description 
is one’s unique capacity to account for it. This unique capacity 
depends upon one’s position vis^d-vis the situation in question. It 
may be in virtue of certain things one has done (e g. if one paints 
a picture, or writes an examination, or drives a car which causes 
an accident) or in virtue of the things one is (e g. a policeman, 
or a doctor or a plulosopher or a German in the Nazi era). These 
examples help show how accounting for something does not neces- 
sanly involve either blame or punishment : perhaps the only 
ascriptive questions concern possible praiseworthiness or dispraise- 
worthiness — if that is a possible word ! When one paints a picture 
clearly one is the person ‘responsible’, although no questions of 
blame or punishment need be involved Although further argu- 
ment may be needed, it can be shown that blame and praise are 
not polar opposites 

These kinds of evaluations are extremely central to our inter- 
personal relations and relate to almost everything a person says 



Psychological explanations and interpersonal relations 179 

tion concerns whether or not p is true well-substantoed. 

Here eonsiderations about x arc irrelevant ^ence a /orhtm, 
so are Ps-explanations. It is important to rejec S 
that beliefs can be discredited or truth determined o^he b^ 
of some sort of genetic explanation which “"de™ & 
speaker.” The rule regarding ad liomtnem faUacies P 

Rule H Whether a proposition or a theo^ is true be 
determined independently of who thought it and under what 
condidons. 

Rule H must be respected. There twe, 
hominem procedures that are not fallacious. ^ ledti- 
evaluadon concerning whether or not to acc^ and sub- 

mately determined by considerations other ‘hari ^ 
stantiation. Furthermore, considmdons "S 

may become relevant to the uttered 

that this procedure is not necessarily fallaci 
by philosophers afford a good example. several 

The need to make ad hominetn of p does not 

ways. In the first place it may be that th P^di 

lend itself too readily to an evaluation co . jo jyst this 
and falsehood. Philosophical utterances ar ^ Xo take 

way. Let us take the proposition ‘Men are no significance, 

this literally, at face value, would be to os j take into 

An evaluation concerning acceptance niu p^ncems about 
account that the utterance reflects =<■ .“^c increased 

related issues -a deep anxiety, perhaps, /^ ^nt it is even 
mechanization of men. Where p is a mor Consider 

clearer that our evaluations must be very co p 
the following examples : 

(1) ‘One ought to preserve the university . . ^ q£ view.’ 

(2) ‘You ouiht to derate the other 

(3) ‘One must be committed to some pomt o . ^ a ro- 

Any of (1) to (3) may be the p by make^de- 

fessional pMosopher or anyone else, it these propositions 

cisions concerning acceptance of any ^ J^o^vledge about 
wthout considering relevant factors a u • , situation in 

the background of x as well as knowkdge ^ ^ 

which the utterance was made are indispensable 
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of hearing this statement. What difTercncc ought the hearing 
of these words to make in one’s behaviour? Witliout this kind 
of sensitivity one will inevitably lose something in the under- 
standing of children. Similarly a crucial thing to look for ^vhcn 
attempting to help someone in therapy is ^vhat the person says 
about liimself - often in a roundabout manner. A patient may 
arrive, announcing : ‘I almost didn’t get here for today’s session !’ 
This statement can be taken superficially as simply conveying in- 
formation. Or else one may use a Ps-cxplanation to help one 
evaluate what was said in a broader perspective. One would use 
generalizations about human beings in this kind of situation to 
re-evaluate \vhat was said as a rather important message de- 
manding a specific reaction on one’s part. It is perfectly legiti- 
mate to extend this viewpoint to the evaluations of what people 
say in orthnary personal conversations. Consider some of the 
following everyday utterances heard around home or university : 

(1) *It’s garbage-night tonight!* 

(2) *We haven’t seen you for quite a while.’ 

(3) ‘I’ve been quite lonely lately.’ 

(4) ‘There isn’t very much communication in the department.’ 

(5) ‘Philosophy can be really depressing.* 

What people say to one another very often is for other purposes 
than expressing propositions which can be true or false. It is per- 
haps a philosophic^ truism that language always is more ^an 
just saying’ something — it is the ‘doing’ of something as well.^' 
The utterances listed above are typical of the sort that occur in 
everyday hfe — the specific examples no doubt reflect a specific 
experience, (no. 5 is very popular among our under^aduates ) 
It IS surely obvious that evaluations arc needed concerning how to 
react to what is said. Even the most trivial utterance (no. 1 above) 
has implications for possible action As such the only pro^r 
evaluation of what is said must be based on the factors which 
led that person to say that thing at that time. And here general 
knowledge about human behaviour may be very helpful. 

Finally, Ps-explanadons may have an important bearing upon 
our evaluations concerning whether or not to accept or reject 
what a person has said. It is important to distinguish different 
sorts of evaluations regarding acceptance of a proposition. Let us 
consider a proposition p uttered by an individual x. One evalua- 
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convinced by the point made by 0 °"^^ Williams dtat^gumc^^ 
ad honiinem in this mode is not fallacious:'* :E''>dcn = for or 
against the general integrity o£ either champion is ^ ^ 

against what he ehampions.’ I would strcK ('"f*” one 

nm) that the procedure does not break Rule H prowded oM 
ackLvledges that whatever literal "ve ‘ru A value the 
proposition has must be evaluated mdependen y Y 

homlncm approach.” 


in 

1 have proposed that Ps-explanations may radically 
various evaluations we make of what ^ ^ ggen 

Behaviour of people in everyday persona r “ , re- 

along a continuum with adult-child and psy , , j oon- 
latioLhips. But is this view not morally objectionable and ^ 
tary to basic human wishes? Does it "'^"“n^oLTre- 
‘objects’ to be explained, spelling the end o Y fought 
lationships as we know them? Must^tl^ ^ 

apinst as illegitimate and dangerous. relations can 

rhetoncal questions is sunply: no. ? P suggested in this 
surely accommodate modifications of th human 

paper. My own convicUon is that are not argu- 

as they make use of Ps-explanations. Bu the logical 

meats- neither are fea... It is necessap to d^®£-"„nLte 
and epistemological arguments from the ^nr • „fyrn to con- 
on the arguments concerning legitimpy. on , , ^ particu- 

sider the emotional reactions. I would like ‘'",’^i^eussion 
lar a number of points which OTe rmse^ attitude’ in our 

about the legitimacy of adopting the o J p gvnianations in 
interpersonal relations generally. When usi S attitude 

our interpersonal relations, one is dc^ly “opu g^ 
which Strawson would describe as o jec i • perhaps, 

objective attitude to another human being ^ 

as an objective of social policy; as a subjec , 

range of sense, might be called treatment. Ps-explanations 

I have argued that it is rational to m e evaluation of 

quite generally when involved in various ° . ^yjjch I must 

other people’s behaviour. The first senous objection 
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evaluation. The peculiar nature of p makes the ad hotninem 
procedure appropriate and Ps-explanations quite applicable. This 
is because the quality of typical moral utterances such as (1) to 
(3) above is that tliey represent only one point of view. This point 
of view is often highly debatable with diametrically opposed views 
held by others. Our decisions regarding p and not-p are not easily 
decidable — considerations of truth and substantiation often even 
themselves out. It is for tliis reason that there is no fallacy in the 
ad hotninem procedure. This may become clearer if looked at 
from a different perspective. Let us reconsider the example ‘Men 
are not machines’ in the context of a discussion (adapted from 
real life) : 

A Computers are completely unlike men. 

B But we can learn a great deal alx)ut ho\v people reason 
(e.g. play chess) by developing a chess program for the 
computer. 

A But no chess-playing machine can ever play as a man can. 

B People shouldn’t talk about things concerning ^vhich they 
have no competence. 

A Men are not machines. 

To properly evaluate the things said in this discussion it would 
seem helpful to know that A was a practising philosopher con- 
cerned with the ethical implications of mechanization, and B a 
psychologist working in the area of artificial intelligence. A full 
understanding of the claim that ‘men arc not machines* cannot 
be divorced from its opposition to another claim. Therefore know- 
ledge about A and B as well as knowledge about the particular 
discusaon are quite pertinent. Consequently general knowledge 
about human beings ^comes relevant as well. Ps-explanations are 
applicable to our evaluation. 

The propositions which I have been using as examples were, 
of course, particularly chosen either because of their intrinsically 
debatable nature (e g. ‘one ought to destroy the university’), or 
because they often appear in the context of a discussion where 
considerauons of truth and substantiation have been exhausted 
(e.g. ‘men are machines’) In the kind of situation where p is 
argued for by individual x and not-p argued for by individual y 
one must rationally choose between accepting p and saying that 
y is wrong, or accepting not-p and saying that x is wrong. I am 
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What claim is being £ 

children arc not (yet) ^ view as to how tltey 

children arc actually seen b> .adults, ,„r,-tniinn in turn. I 

ought to be seen? Let us consider c.ac i ^ P ‘ j,jrrow sense 

shall assume that ‘responsibility’ IS being u Now the facts 

as equivalent to culpability and/or ions in 

are that children arc viewed as full ‘in- 

the same sense as adults. Most cluldrcn, i ' ’^jiiority, etc.) 
tentionality’ (the ability to judge *"‘'"1' ii^gity. But para- 
which should affect our judgments o responsibility as 

doxically parents do not readjust dicir ‘intention- 

a rule because parents -not only ^ T^of inten- 
ality’. Piaget’s theory holds that the processes 

tionality in children partly resulu from lack of 

and nartlv from parents inevitable la / evidence 


and partly from parents inevitable m ^ . jj no evidence 

full ‘Ltentionality’.^’ If Piaget is n.^.> ^“^drl jwhere re- 
that adults arc any more responsible , .i:,vi 
sponsibility is interpreted in tcims of m en conceni- 

On the other hand we may view th q again it is 

ing what our approach to children oug relevant sense as 

clear that we ought to see children m e ought to modify 

we do adults. For supposing we hold tha p children, 

their evaluations concerning culpabiUty i qritentional’. 

They can only do this if they j°. evaluations of culp- 

But in that case they will also moduy differences be- 

ability in the case of adults. There are o —maturity. Children 
tween children and adults in degrees ° _ they are, 

often lack certain capacities an ' relationships w^h 
after all, ‘only children’. “ °i,ey are people - little 

them we ought not to foi^et t . We ought cer- 

people, admittedly, but people neve ^ple by using Ps" 
tainly to modify our tendency to am p Tvi* adults as Mth 
explanations, but this remmns as app P about treating them 
children. In neither case does anything o used, 

as ‘objects’ because Ps-explanations are his ordinary 

Finally, the claim that a therapist first place 

personal and moral attitudes is also qui ® definition an inter- 
the psychotherapeutic relationsWp is y involve die can- 

personal relationship. As such it sure y ndmittedly a special 

celling ot humnn emotions and reactions. It is aum 
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consider is that the tlicsis I have propounded is somehow con- 
tradictory. Strawson argues:” 

Personal reactive attitudes . . . tend to give place, and it is judged 
by the civilized should give place, to objective attitudes, just in 
so far as the agent is seen as excluded from ordinary adult 
human relationships by deep-rooted psychological abnormality 
“ or simply by being a child. But it cannot be a consequence 
of any thesis which is not itself contradictory that abnormality 
is the universal condition. 

Since I have argued that Ps-cxplanations t>'pically used ^v^tll 
children and in therapy can legitimately be extended, it ^^ould 
seem that my thesis does entml that normal relations arc univer- 
sally abnormal, and is contradictory. This argument, however, 
is based on several possible - but questionable — assumptions. First 
there is the implicit acceptance of one overall normality- 
abnonnality distinction. However, this dichotomy cannot be 
assumed in any simple form; it is accepted nowhere in psycho- 
pathology and has no philosophical justification.** Another 
possible assumption underlying this argument is that an explana- 
tion implies ‘abnormality’. This view of explanation is surely mis- 
taken— there is nothing in the logic of a Ps-cxplanation which 
demands that the explicandum be in any sense abnormal.*® 
Another way to consider the claim that Ps-explanations must 
be used in only a restricted number of eases is to consider %vhy 
relationships with children or relationships in therapy are con- 
sidered abnormal. Strawson, for example, discusses the ‘progressive 
emergence of the child as a responsible being’, and of the thera- 
pist’s ‘suspension of his ordinary moral reactive attitudes’."® This 
leads to another senous objection against my thesis; perhaps it 
is precisely because children arc not yet responsible human bangs, 
and because in therapy a therapist suspend his ordinary personal 
and moral attitudes, that Ps-explanations are legitimate in those 
cases. However, these considerations then show why it is illegiti- 
mate to extend the usage of Ps-explanations to our normal re- 
lations. I believe that this objection must be taken seriously, and 
I shall attempt to answer it, not by quarrelling with the reason- 
ing, but by concentrating on the basic premises. Specifically, I 
believe that there are good reasons for questioning the claims 
about children and psychotherapy. 
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This point o[ view b now typical of the 
There are no rules about 'detachment’ that can 
fundamental prineiplc which asserts that therapy ir a re ‘ . 

Tire same general point is emphasized by behaviour therapists 
who represent the third mnin school. Bandura sa)'s . 

Therapists who do not identify with a ^ 

rely heavily on relationship factors, combined w'l i ^ , 
range of intervention techniques governed by tria ‘ . 

experience. . . . The establishment of a positive re “np 
may enhance tlie value of the therapist as a mo e 
dispenser of positive and negative rcinforccrs. 

It b part of the logic of die use of social *1“’^ 

tlierapist’s relationship to the patient is cnicial. Fo . , ^ 
patient may be urged to take strong aggressive ^ to 

assert himself despite insecurity. The pnma^ c aggres- 

inerease incidents of posidvc interaction, and no P , ^ 
sive responses. Thus the therapist and his invo ve 
lationship b a necessary part of the proce , jg. ‘We 

argument has led one behaviour therapist o gjjgthera- 
suggest strongly that the variables °P““‘’”f ‘ ^cial inter- 

peutic relationship are those that operate i y 
action.’*® . , .T -4. involve- 

All schoob of therapy accept die P""“P'''’g‘yg“’nvolvement b 
ment is essential. This does not mean tn« limits of 

not seen as dangerous. There are specific lailes a aggres- 

involvement, especially in regard 1 norms; others 

sion. Some of these rules are in the form o e • However, 

_ are codified with specific punishments for » .u^vrapeutic 

none of these rules in any ^vay establishes e P interactions, 
relationship as relevantly distinct the same 

All interpersonal relations are governed y behaviour (viz., 
rules, which cover essentially the same areas o , 'pbe re- 

sex and aggression) and which appear m . ^..ver-involve- 

sponsibility of a therapist to follow rules other person in 

ment arc no more — nor are they less “ ^ be tempted to 

relationship ^vith human brings. One mig responsi- 

objcct at this point that a therapist does ^j^cause of the 

hility to avoid (say) hurting someone^ be resisted -it 

‘sickness’ of his patient. This temptation s i 
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kind of relationship in whicli there is an explicit attempt to under- 
stand, expl^n, and modify behaviour. Yet nothing follows from 
this about lack of involvement. On the contrary : it is a funda- 
mental principle that one may become more involved in a re- 
lationship by making the effort at understanding. All good thera- 
pists acknowledge the truth of this principle and apply it in their 
work. I shall demonstrate that this is the case by considering each 
of the tliree main contemporary scliools of therapy. 

Carl Rogers has argued forcibly for this point of vie\v, no^v 
taken for granted by clinical psychologists and psychiatrists.*^ 
Any therapist who would really ‘suspend his emotions’ just can- 
not be a good therapist. What Rogers teaches is that a therapist 
must behave and react as he does with any person : he ^vill use 
his own reactions and behaviour to comment upon how emotions 
occur in various situations. It is not only false that a tlierapist 
can deny feeling or ‘suspend his personal reactions’ - it is absurd 
For part of being a therapist is feeling as much as one can and as 
appropriately as one can (to achieve the goals of ‘empathy* and 
‘congruence’). 

It might be objected that this is only one view. Perhaps 
Rogerian or existential therapy does not suspend emotions. But 
what about the older psychoanalytic views concerning the neces- 
sity for ‘distancing’ and ‘detachment’ ? And what about the ne%ver 
behaviour therapies? Arc not these latter excellent examples of 
‘objective’ non-human approaches to therapy? In fact the 
opposite is true. Both psychoanalytic therapists and behaviour 
therapists accept the truth of the basic Rogerian principle. It is 
perhaps worthwhile quotmg from leading representatives of each 
school. Frieda Fromm-Reichmann ^vrites:*® 

About technical det^ls such as seeing patients only in the 
office; walking around with them, seeing them for 
non-schcduled interviews I used to have strong feelings and 
7neanings . . . . Now I consider them unimportant as long as 
the therapist is aware of and alert to the dynamic significance 
of ^vhat he and the padent arc doing and ^Yhat is going on 
bet\veen them. . . . Successful histones of treatment . . . 
conducted in various and sundry interpersonal and 
environmental settings are living proof of the correctness of my 
present corrected attitude [my emphasis]. 
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this is a real danger. [But it is no more a danger - and 
than that of a surgeon \s’ith an unsteady hand.] tong 
are, unfortunately, no absolute safcguarcLs agains ,1 . , > 

abuse, there do c.xist eertain measures for protection. J 
who misuse Ps-cxplanations can be found out in t ic same 


'quacks’ who misuse medical ones; we 


utilize the informed 


others. The legitimacy of any imritcuhr “P'j'"' ‘ ^ 
can always be tested for reliability ; is it also Imhl W o , . 

as the true explanation? In any ease, the popibi ity o • ^ 

of a pracdcc docs not count against its legitimate use. 
tence of ‘quacks’ does not mean that medical exp an. 
illegitimate. . . , ,i,r,„id 

Finally there is the real fear of dchumamzanon w u 
be separated from the two discussed so far. T ie -nmnlete 
shorvn that people can treat others as ‘objects wi 

mechanization of human relationships. Furthermore, 

tainly true that psychology (like medicine and p V , j 
suborfinated to horrible ends. This evil state of f “f “ s 

however, the inevitable outcome of using Ps-explana ’ . ^ 

the use of Ps-explanations bears .*e of tire 

dehumanization as discoveries in physics do to e , gj 
atomic bomb. In that case one must make the c . .jUj 
not to run the risk of extending the me of Ps-exp -^tension 
should be balanced against tire possibility that a ’’t' . 

of Ps-explanations could change human relaUonships m 
way that the risk of dehumanization is lessened. 


ATo/es j 

1 Sydney Hook, ‘Science and Philosophy , and » psychoanalysts, 

analysis. Science and Philosophy, in S °° TTnSversitv Press, New 
Scientific Method and Philosophy. New York University 

York, 1959. ,„b.tvpes which can, 

2 The definition of Ps-explanations allows di e wish to 

of course, be distinguished from one anot er. ^j^gy are to the 

contrast explanations in terms of how readily ac p Or 

agent, or of how ‘aivare’ (in some \veak sense; , explanations 

one may wish to contrast teleological and non- , sub-types and 

I have preferred to de-emphasize these contras s further in the 

define the Ps-explanation in the more genera w ^ • jgj.jng the alleged 

text that this may be a more profitable way o . ^.-g^sonal relations, 
incompatibility of Ps-explanations and ordinary i 
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assumes the normality-abnormality dichotomy. Our everyday 
personal relations have sufficient potentialiti^ for psycho- 
pathology to make quite general the moral injunction not to 
hurt people. It is people who ought not to be hurt, and that is 
why one ought sometimes to avoid *ovcr-involvcment’. 

Two conclusions can be drawn from the above discussion. First, 
the claim assuming ‘humanless’ therapy is in fact quite false. 
There is thus no support for the objection to the legitimacy of 
generalizing Ps-explanations. Second, the essence of the thera- 
peutic relationship does not have to be confined to client- 
psychologist interactions, eitlier in theory or in fact. Therapeutic 
goals and methods have been taught to many people relatively 
quickly; these people have then done effective work.*® This 
evidence should count against a commonly held view that one 
must be an expert to be therapeutic. It also helps support the 
general thesis concerning the legitimacy of Ps-cxplanations. Can 
they not be the starting-points for more therapeutic and there- 
fore perhaps happier human relationships? 

I have concluded that the arguments here considered do not 
establish the illegitimacy of Ps-explanalions. But there remains 
the question of whether it is desirable to extend their application. 
In particular there is a fear that explaining human behaviour 
^vill lead to a sort of dehumanization. This general fear can be 
broken down into different sorts of fears. Each should be judged 
independently. 

One fear might be that Ps-cxplanations must inevitably cause 
pain. Much of the agony that is part of psychotherapy ^vould be- 
come part of all relationships. Pain may indeed be the conse- 
quence of attempting to probe more deeply into relationships. 
However, this is not always a rational basis for fear. There is 
something very human about sadness and suffering being part 
of relationships. The so-called aversive emotions probably make 
relationships meaningful in the long run. As for the pain, this 
can be seen analogously to the pidn of an operation or the pain 
of childbirth - the end makes it worth ^vhilc. 

There is a different fear, that misuse of Ps-explanations may 
cause more misery than happiness. Vulgar psychologizing like 
medical quackery represent real dangers. Furthermore, there is 
the possibility that people will use Ps-explanations to ‘project 
\vhat is true about themselves on to others. One must admit tliat 
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9 Honesty 


David Wood 


I 

‘Matilda told such dreadful lies, it made one gasp and stretch 
one’s eyes.’ Credibility is one problem that the dishonest man 
faces. Moral reprobation is another. The question I want to ask is 
whether it raises any serious philosophical problems. 

When we say that a person is responsible for what he does, we 
mean not just that he was the agent, for sometimes that does not 
suffice (e.g. in old age, childhood, some forms of insanity'); we 
also say that the act reflects (back) on to the agent. Acts of decep- 
tion are perhaps peculiar and certainly important examples. The 
dishonest man becomes by his actions, a deceiver. The problem 
of honesty and of dishonesty can be stated : how can a dishonest 
person have relationships with others, and if he can, what kind 
of relationships are these? Finally, what kind of conception of 
human relationships do we have that places such a high premium 
on honesty? We will see that these questions raise the more diffi- 
cult question as to just what is honesty. And this is not merely an 
academic question. 

Henri Lefebvre (‘Critique de la Vie Quotidienne’) has spoken 
of what he calls the ‘illusion of familiarity’ — claiming that the 
things and concepts we most often use, we often know the least 
about (we could say ‘knowledge by acquaintance’ does not imply 
‘knowledge that’). Such was the point of the Socratic method, 
and the justification of the present enquiry. We profess and 
demand honesty while hardly beginning to understand it. I will 
approach what I think is an adequate account of honesty by 
way of an over-simple model, held by many. 

On tliis account, honesty consists of registering, in one’s words 
and deeds, what one kno^vs by reflection, or ^vould kno^v if one 
^vere to reflect, to be the truth. There is a correspondence between 

I9I 
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the external display and the internal vision of tnith. Dishonesty 
is a deliberate misrepresentation of the facts as one believes them 
to be. Now, while only a statement, and not the facts themselves, 
can be dishonest, the fact that the statement mis-describes the 
world is not enough. One may mislead, unknowingly, without 
being dishonest. This model docs give us many of the right 
ar^wers. When we think of a person not speaking the truth, we 
think of him inwardly denying what his lips pretend. The face 
or ^en the body is conceived on tlic model of the mask : tlie ass 
in lion s skin. We think of the inner /outer distinction in a parallel 
way to common outer/outcr disguises. Even if this model were 
not at times practically problematic — we sometimes cannot de- 
cide — it would in any case be theoretically defective. These defects 
can best be shown by considering examples of its failure. These 
are not just borderline cases which no theory could avoid; 
their occasion is quite predictable from the inherent deficiencies 
of the theory. 

titarriage in which both sexual fidelity and, if necessary, 
ru about lapses is agreed upon by the partners. However, Mrs 
tA Clearly, according to the above account of lionesty, 

e honest, she must tell Mr J all about it. Now, in saying this 
ave already passed over into a positive interpretation of 
which not only must one speak the truth token one 
P ’ according to which there are occasions on which one 
speak the truth. This, in itself, com- 
Mre ^ j theory, as I shall explain. But the case is complicated, 
knm c tynk, and the room was dark at the party, and, Gfod 
T’<? K5tf seduced, she discovered later, by Mr P, 

t^uemy.^ Mr J is paranoid, believes his wife is often 
lier p ^ ’ wluch is untrue, and rarely believes what she says, or 
nnt QMpite their truth-pact. Now the question arises, 

do <;o k ^ what has taken place, but must she 

should M ^ The theory above must say yes, whereas I 

nriatp 1 ^ jtist that honesty would be inappro- 

whirh subvert the whole point of honesty, 

rnnriitinn P, ^ps trust (a plausiblc explanation), but tliat the 
possibility of honesty are not satisfied. It is not 
, u 1 , ^at she tell him what happened, it is necessary that 
ne oe ^oie to believe her, and this he is unable to do. She can no 
more be honest with her husband’ than if he was deaf and she 
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were speaking. Certainly he can hear the words, the sentences, 
but he hears the ^vhole performance as a carefully designed story. 
If \v’c say that this is just a situation in udiich honesty would per- 
haps be inappropriate, we arc, I think, reducing honesty to a kind 
of personal ritual. All that matters, then, is getting the words 
out. After a ‘confession* one then feels at case with oneself. But 
our description has already contained elements that would sub- 
vert this account. For we have said that there are occasions on 
which one must speak the tnith to be honest, ^vhcn kno^vledge 
is called for, just by virtue of the situation or the person one is 
speaking to. So ‘confession* to the man on the bus %vili not do. 
We must acknowledge that the whole idea of honesty is situation- 
relative. The truth is only relevant to certain persons. This has 
already added considerable riders to our original account of 
honesty. 

But to return to our case at hand. If we admit that the truth 
is only relevant to certain persons (e.g. Mr J), then ^ve agree 
that we are talking about honesty-in-a-particular-relation. And 
if that relation has intrinsic to it certain assumptions, attitudes, 
structures, that make the conveying of certain information or 
feelings impossible, then these limitations must be taken account of 
in discussing the complexities of the interaction tvithin the re- 
latior^hip. Now, Mr J knows that Mrs J kno^vs that he \vill take 
what she is saying as a story. He has told her as much before, 
and he knows she understands his attitude towards her. If she 
then tells her tale, which is in fact true, she must tell it witJi the 
knowledge that he will not believe her. This cannot then be an 
attempt at communication, and to r^ard her speech as ‘at least 
honest’ is to see honesty in a barely ritualistic light and to fail 
to see that honesty only has significance as the quality of a social 
act within some social situation; ^vithin, that is, the definitions 
already imposed on the situation by others. 

So far, it may seem that we have just added provisos to the 
over-simple account. I want to show that these provisos need 
not be regarded as extra considerations to be taken into account 
but, on a different account of what honesty is, fit quite coherently. 
This account I shall develop in the course of the paper. 

I think many will feel mi%ivings about the example above. 
These may be expressed by saying that the relationship itself is 
not an honest one, that while they may not literally be acting, 
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there are clearly unwritten rules by which they abide, even if they 
do not make these explicit. What kind of relationship is this? 
Is it love? Friendship? How docs it differ from these? Is it a per- 
sonal relationship? The last question raises the essential issue. 
For if we call it a personal relationship, wc have no typology for 
distinguishing it from open and frank friendships (I leave open 
for the moment the status of these). Any relationship between 
persons - that is to say, any human relationship whatsoever — can, 
in a weak sense, be regarded as a personal relationship. Clearly 
this is not adequate for making distinctions within tlie category 
of human relations. In many such relations the person does not 
enter the relation as a person at all. The driver of tlie train in 
which I travel, for example. 

We can separate two distinct elements of relationships: (a) 
their content and (6) their purpose. In the train-driver case, which 
we might nominate for the status of ‘pure anonymity’, the con- 
tent, or how we relate - let us call it ‘complementary anonymity’ 
-fits the purpose, the anonymous performance of a function, 
getting me from London to Oxford. But it should not be thought 
that the mere fact that persons enter the relationship even as 
persons, suffices to constitute a personal relation in the strong 
sense to which I am leading. For there are necessarily many quasi- 
personal relations in which aspects of both persons’ ‘personality’ 
are revealed to the other — such as my acquaintance with the 
grocer’s ^vife. Here the ‘content’ might be regular friendly en- 
counters between two persons as persons, and yet the purpose 
betrays the ‘inferior’ quality of the relationship. For there is no 
assurance that if she were not in a position to supply me wth 
comestibles that the relationship would continue at all. That 
was the origin and still remains the basis of the relationship. 
And this distinction, between content and purpose, allo%\^ us to 
state the condition for a ‘pure personal relationship’. Such a re- 
lationship obtains when the content of the relationship — the 
people doing the relating and the \vay they do it — is the purpose 
of the relationship, or, at the very least, is seen to be the purpose 
by both parties. That is, there is no known external purpose that 
the relationship serves. The relationship is ‘about’ the people in 
it. It is in such relationships and their complex and varied forms 
that honesty becomes a serious problem, because it is an internal 
problem, in a way, say, that commercial fraud is not. The whole 
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irony of crime is that u accepts all the aims and nltimatc \alucs 
of business \vhilc failing to adopt die circumscribed and approved 
means Dishonesty in business raises practical problems of law 
enforcement, restitution and so on TJic clerk may not be able 
to get another job as a clerk However, dishonesty in personal 
relationships is of a different order for it puts into question the 
ontological status of the person invoKcd Why is this a special 
casc^ Dishonesty in quasi personal relationships is, if not to be 
expected, easily accommodated It just raises problems of ccr- 
tamt) in the future One just cannot use a man who is dishonest 
He IS not a reliable means for the attainment of one’s ends But if 
a fnend betrays me, a part of m> world collapses 

Noi\ , even betra) al docs not raise the most senous problems 
However bitter I may feel, I may at least be able to sec ivhy he 
betrayed me, I may be able to recast the whole relationship in a 
new light, and then come to terms with it If, that is, the be- 
trayal marks the end of the relationship The sp) leaves my house 
and defects to the East I had made a big mistake about the re- 
lationship But this is not insidious, betrayal is just a short, very 
alarming catastrophe The kernel of the issue is to be found in 
cases of ongoing dishonesty, m which there is nothing outside 
the relation at stake (as m the case of the spy feigning friendship 
for my military secrets), but perhaps the very relationship itself 
iVfy relationship ivith the spy m my house simply loses its status 
as a personal relationship in the strong sense above outlined, in 
which the relationship is an end in itself between people who are 
solely ends in themselves to each other This whole descnption 
may seem to be an idealization of ordinary personal relations 
But even if this is so, it is precisely the frequent compromise of 
this ideal relation, for example by ongoing dishonesty, that we 
are investigating It is thus defensible simply as an ideal type, 
tuch, though occasionally realized, may not be at ail that com- 
mon It may still be attacked from ivithin, by claiming that the 
very idea of treating others solely as ends is problematic 

The argument proceeds m a way parallel to the ‘refutation’ of 
altruism One never does anything solely for another’s good, be- 
cause after all, one wanted to do the thing, and the satisfaction 
of this pnvate want is what is really important Similarly, if, m a 
given relationship, one appears to be treating another as an end 
in himself, this must somehow satisfy some pnvate need or desire. 
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othcnvdsc the behaviour \sould be inexplicable. And so one is 
only appearing to treat the other as an end in himself, tliis very 
treatment making his presence a means for the satisfaction of 
egoistic desires. The refutation of this position which can take 
many forms, will be familiar. We show that the basic counter- 
claim is a tautology (that we always do what \s'c \s’ant to do), 
and that it just does not allow as to illiiminatc significant difTcr- 
ences between blatant self-seeking and genuine self-sacrifice, a dis- 
tinction that the theory ought to allow iis to make. But we should 
not miss the grain of truth in the objection. It would be absurd 
to suppose that personal relations arc not extremely beneficial 
to the participants; they arc noted for being emotionally and 
intellectually productive. But a reductionist who supposed that 
this was what tiicy ^vc^e aff about would be mistaking die conse- 
quences for the cause. And it would seem to me unlikely that this 
same reductionist w'ould be able to give a coherent account of 
what persons were, if he were to be totally rcduclionistic in his 
account of their relations. 

Let us now look a bit closer at the role of honesty in personal 
relationships, in the strong sense, and then see how degenerate 
forms develop through its absence. There are two connected 
reasons why we value honesty here so highly. They may be 
dubbed the epistemological reason and the ontological reason. 

(<i) The eptstemological reason Using an example from the 
philosophy of perception, I want to draw an analogy between the 
importance of honesty in others for self-knowledge, and the use 
of paradigm cases in perception to banish acute doubt In per- 
ception ^ve are held to run up against problems of deception, 
illusion, doubtful appearances. This object ‘looks brown’, but it 
may just be the effect of sunset; this stick looks crooked, but it 
may be a worm If the world of appearance is taken seriously, 
phenomenalism, or the exclusion of external cognitive contact to 
anytliing but sense-data, is the natural outcome. Now one sound 
objection to this position is that it does not allow us to distinguish 
properly the mere appearance of a tiger from the actual hungry 
presence of one Instead of the compheated apparatus that pheno- 
menalism needs to even attempt to make the distinction between 
the real and the illusory, the objection supplies the ‘paradigm case’ 
argument. This runs : Tf this isn’t a bent stick, I don’t know what 
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is.* While there may be doubtful eases, there arc also certain 
ones; so we arc not led to phenomenalism after all. It is rightly 
licld, moreover, that phenomenalism itself implicitly rests on tlic 
c.\istcncc of these clear cases, otherwise to speak of a tiger-like 
sense-datum would not make sense. To return to the ease of 
honesty, let us suppose that a person is fundamentally concerned 
witli his abilities, the way he strikes others, liis self-image, his 
character trails. How docs he come to know these? By self- 
scrutiny? But we arc so easily able to flatter ourselves, or to under- 
value ourselves. And even when tliis process docs occur, it is a 
mulling over of wliat people liavc said to us over the day or the 
greater parts of our lives : otlicr people’s reactions. When they 
do not make up a consistent picture, we have problems. A man in 
a position of power has the most serious problems, for few will 
dare to tell liim anything but the most pleasant about himself. 
(There arc some revolting talcs about Louis XIV, which would 
not be suitable here.) All courtiers arc suspect, so the king gets a 
jester. Ordinary mortals have close friends. If they arc not honest, 
who will be? To dose the analogy, tijc reactions of a good friend, 
one with whom one has a pcnsonal relationship, parallel the 
paradigm case argument as applied to the theory of (external) 
kno^vledgc. 

I must immediately admit two objections. First, it is often 
claimed that one can learn more from a stranger than one can 
from one’s friends, just because the stranger has no interest in, say, 
maintaining one’s self-image, a function sometimes attributed to 
friends. Second, and related to the first, friendships may get so tied 
up in interpersonal myths, in the intricacies of understanding the 
other person, that neither party is capable, if it wanted to, of 
being objective about the other. If it k then added that, after 
all, in any such close relationships, each is the projection of the 
other, X’s revelation of disagreeable facts about Y might be a 
revelation for X as well, and might harm his image of Y. How- 
ever, these objections can, I think, be dealt with. 

In the first case, we are in a typical dilemma, one met by art 
critics, historians and many others. On the one hand it is neces- 
sary to be detached in order to be ‘objective’, and on the other 
hand it is necessary to be sufficiently acquainted with the subject- 
matter to be able to pass a serious judgment. The stranger may 
well liav’e the edge regarding detachment, but the friend certainly 
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has more knowledge. Both, for different reasons, and in different 
ways, may not be honest. The stranger may be trying to get a free 
drink, the friend may not be aware of liow his concern affects 
his judgment. This statement brings in the second objection. I 
think it just cannot be denied that one’s friends are very often 
inclined to pass favourable judgments, to excuse faults, to make 
of one an exceptional case. But this is not an objection to my 
account of the epistemological reasons for valuing honesty in 
friendship. Rather it perfectly accounts for the distress that rve 
have when ^ve can no longer believe the sweet things that the 
friend says. On him do we rely for sincerity, and hope for insight. 
For he alone may be sufficiently concerned to be prepared to 
hurt by telling the truth, when it is in one’s own interest to know 
it, 

{b) The ontological reason This is not unconnected to the for- 
mer reason, restating a similar truth in a different way. Imagine 
that one evening I have identity problems. Half-seriously, I begin 
to list my attributes, my statuses, my feelings, hopes, memories. 
I begin to atomize myself, I spread myself out on the table and 
pick at the pieces. But could not another have just the same 
pieces? Am I just a collection? Who owns the pieces? I see a 
philosophical trap ahead, so I turn to my relationships; or my 
property. Perhaps, like one of Beckett’s characters, I turn out 
my pockets to find myself. Am I a collection of my roles? Lover, 
political agitator, son, philosopher. . . . There are times when one 
sees oneself wholly wthin each of these relationships, in each of 
these roles. But none of them satisfy; nor does their sum. Let us 
now imagine that a very close friend enters. Now I want to say 
that this event can have an important effect in that it tvill solve 
my problem. How can this be? I think that what I called an 
identity problem is fundamentally the problem of constructing 
from the temporal sequence of lived experiences that a person 
undergoes, some sort of image or picture, not meant in a visual 
sense. It might be thought that we could do this from mere re- 
flection on our memories. But far more important is the reflection 
that I can see in another person’s behaviour and speech of his 
attitude to me I can read off from his reactions to me, an image 
he has of me. As he may be just acting in this way to humour 
me or impress me, it is fundamentally important that his total 
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personal reaction be genuine; for it is on die basis of such total 
reactions that I constnjct my image of myself, in a way that 
transcends my history. So mucli for Sartre's 'glance' or the 'look'. 
Far from there being a necessary horrorof seeing myself consumed 
in the eyes of another, I am arrested tlirough tlic eyes of otliers. 
These images precede my image of myself. What then is the onto- 
logical importance of honesty? I exist to a very great extent 
through the eyes of selected others. If I were to believe that their 
attitude to me was the same as their attitude to everyone else 
(thus not individuating me), or that die only ‘self’ she was 
interested in was die one that possessed the money that she was 
after, I ^vould be sliattered. And the metaphor is apt. Honesty 
in some personal relationships is thus essential for the existence 
of a self-image diat I can recognize. And this is not just a 
psychological statement about other-directed people. 

So far, I have been discussing what might be called ideal per- 
sonal relationships, in perhaps both senses of ‘ideal'. But the con- 
cern about the problem of honesty and dishonesty in reladonships 
reflecting, I think, the reasons I have discussed for its importance, 
arises in less clear-cut relationships, in degenerate forms of the 
pure personal relationship, all of ^vhich are more common than 
the ideal case, but which can helpfully be discussed by reference 
to it. It is quite impossible to aim at completeness of examples 
or of understanding. The more one goes into psychoanalytic Ktera- 
ture, the less one can maintain such pretensions. It must be borne 
in mind that my emphasis \vill be on those relations which throw 
a new light on the problem of honesty or give it a new twist. 


Jioles and deception 

Lying to others does not seem at first very difficult to analyse. One 
person. A, tells or indicates something to another that A knows to 
be untrue. But what do we say in circumstances in which 
B knows that what A says is untrue? We say that B 
is not deceived, but that A still lied because he intended 
to deceive. A lied, but in vain. But imagine further that 
A knows that B knows that P, and yet asserts not-P. In 
some cases to be sure, B may only have a strong belief, xvhich 
A is trying to alter even though it is true. But if ^ve imagine that 
the evidence upon which both A and B base their kno^vledge is 
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present before each of them (c.g. a horse in a paddock) and A 
maintains that there is a cow in the paddock, what possible inter- 
pretation can we give. Is it a lie? Surely not, for there can be no 
intention to deceive clear-sighted B. And ^vc arc even more 
startled, at first, when B agrees that there is a co^v in the paddock, 
asking A why it has wings. \Vc begin to understand that ‘lying’ is 
a completely inappropriate description of the activity. For some 
reason, A and B are conspiring to maintain an illusion. We call it 
playing a game and it is played by creating a special consensus 
for a fiction. 

This ^vould not be so interesting ^vcrc it not for the fact that 
such fictions arc a common part of ev'cryday life and may %vell be 
essential to its normal working. Certain polite parties, for instance, 
are held together by polite words, in ^vhich all concerned may 
take a genuine pleasure, but which should not be taken too 
seriously. While I cannot drum that the maintenance of the fic- 
tional relationship is so corweious as in the cattle case above 
(where the empirical refutation of the illusion is right there in 
front of the players), it only needs a careful disturbance of the 
situation, e.g. an attempt to ‘cash* the cheques of friendliness, for 
the fiction to be destroyed. A person who does this is, of couree, 
not a good player, and to be rcincorporated into the game, if that 
is necessary, has to be given some special status such as cynic, 
adolescent, or genius. 

Now if this disruption occurs, it is usual that one can obtain 
frank admissions that the meanings of the statements made within 
the social situation were not literal and not intended to be so 
taken, that everyone there knows this, at least potentially. And 
one cannot therefore call them lies, for there was no intention 
to deceive. Can we then say that the people were speaking 
honestly? This question points up the fact that to speak 
honestly and to deceive or to lie are far from exclusive alterna- 
tives. For while we may be able to conceive of such a notion as 
game-relative truth (and thus even of such notions as lying or 
being honest within the game, though this is more difficult insofar 
as the communication of information is perhaps the least im- 
portant aspect of this activity), if we try to judge the whole 
activity or the game in terms of honesty/dishonesty, we are not 
given a dear answer. For if we say that the game is a dishonest 
one, in ^vhich people profess to have relationships and attitudes 



202 David Wood 

ambiguity of ownership that makes possible the ascription of froth 
honesty and dishonesty to the actor. For while we may say ‘He 
was only doing his job’, in many eases we insist that this occupa- 
tional veil not be used as a protection against, for instance, 
corrupt or immoral practices. We condemned ex-Nazis at Nurem- 
berg on such grounds, while tfic judges at the trial were presum- 
ably just exercising the law, and were not personally responsible 
for the deaths of those who received the maximum sentence. 
Where we approve of or have no objections to the role that a 
person plays, we allow him to separate his personal feelings and 
his private life from those incumbent on him in the role he plays. 
We allow, tl\at is, that a man may only be speaking as tfie head 
of an organization and that what he says need not, though for 
convenience, and not by accident, it often docs, correspond to 
what he ‘really’ tliinks. And not only do we allow it, we often 
demand it, A judge must be fair, and not let his own opinions 
enter. Our society thus allows and often expects tJic separation of 
personal and public actions and attitudes. But tiiis leads to prob- 
lems of identity. 

What becomes problematic is the exact status of the ‘person 
behind the role’. Actors of the ‘Method’ School find it necessary 
to completely extinguish all fixed personality in order that tlicy 
can adapt themselves to, live through, any part that comes to 
them without feeling any conflict. In this extreme case we may 
say that if a person has a personality at all, it is the sum of those 
parts he plays, or those he finds easiest to play. Some people 
find their roles tolerable only to the extent that they have a 
separate personality to withdraw to. What I am stressing here is 
that when we talk about people being divided tvithin themselves, 
we would be wrong to assume that they arc somehow unrelated to 
the world and that the division has some kind of internal genesis. 
For very often when we tell a person to ‘come clean’, to ‘be 
honest’, to ‘answer sincerely*, we are asking him to stop assuming 
the values and attitudes of his social position, or of the structured 
relationship that one may have built up with him. Marriages, 
friendships and family relationships often tend to set into certain 
patterns, in which certain things cannot be properly discussed, 
in wluch the possibility of getting honest answers to certain ques- 
tions is limited by the defimtion of the relationship that is main- 
tained by all or some members.® Much more on this subject has 
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are said to be reasons for actions, or because certain reasons pre- 
suppose certain beliefs. We often tentatively judge a man’s beliefs 
through his (non-verbal) actions. Tins is not to say that actions arc 
unambiguous, although context may help to rule out alternative 
interpretations. Context also allows certain cases of inaction to 
count as actions. But the most explicit avowals of belief, if not 
always the most reliable, are made in speech. Sometimes we attri- 
bute beliefs to a person because they follow from \vhat he says, 
and sometimes from what he docs. We can also distinguish a third 
ground for imputing beliefs, that of a person’s social position. But 
while this may be reducible to the first category tve \vi\\ not be 
concerned with it here, as we deal with it later. 

I have called all these grounds on which tve attribute beliefs 
‘indicators’, because there is no guarantee that they constitute 
sufficient conditions for such ascriptions, because of possible am- 
biguity in a number of ways, and because of the considerations 
we are about to deal with. 

It is quite clear that a person may say one thing and act in a 
quite contrary manner. He may also act in inconsistent ways and 
may say incompatible things. Now, it has been said that ^vhile 
we cannot believe any complex proposition of the explicit form 
(P and not-P), because we can no more believe a contradiction 
than we can want \vhat is logically impossible (e.g. to be a ^vhite 
shadow), we can independently believe two things which happen 
to be inconsistent. Walt \Vhitman,* for instance, elevates this to a 
virtue. This is supposed to be possible as a consequence of the 
variety of belief-indicators. And one certainly can commit two 
actions which singly point to contradictory beliefs, and one can 
say things that appear to be inconsistent. But it cannot be claimed 
that the mere utterance ipso facto constitutes the holding of a 
belief that the utterance itself might lead us to suspect. The per- 
son may be acting, drunk, under personal pressure and so on. It 
makes perfect sense to say that Pierre did not really believe what 
he said But the fact that there are many different sorts of belief- 
indicators does not show that a person can be rightly held to 
hold contradictory beliefs. For if we admit that indications of a 
belief P can be countered by contra-indications, we must admit that 
the indication at another time, or in another context, of not-P 
is just such a contra-indication. Far from concluding that the 
person holds both P and not-P (i.c. two beliefs, not one com- 
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and so they are not ‘freely chosen*.) If ^ve may be allowed this 
distinction, and I agree there will be undecidables on the fringes, 
we see that the problem of honesty -what IS honesty -is 
different in each of the t^vo cases. The truth about Everest is not 
up to me, my attitude to you may be. My ignorance of the height 
of Everest is not the same as my not being able to tell you what 
I feel about you. For in the first case, Everest has a height that 
I do not know, but I will not say that I have certain feelings to- 
wards you which I just cannot pick out yet. Even if I find ‘the 
right words’ after half an hour, it does not follow that that was 
what I felt all along. We must esche^v the model of the blurred 
image which then becomes clear. After all it might never become 
clear. Do I then really have certain feelings, even though I can- 
not state them? No. An emotional blur is not a blurred emotion. 
Coming to know what one feels is thus a form of creation, of 
decision, closer to the example above of the decision to wear a 
certain coat. But I can know whether I am right about Everest, 
by checking other sources, sources independent of my will. If ^ve 
say that ail these sources might be mistaken, wc have at least some 
idea as to what is meant by a mistake here. There are only prac- 
tical problems associated with establishing the truth, e g. problems 
of measurement. But is there any such checking procedure 
possible for my feelmgs towards you, any form of verification? 
Is this just the same problem as knowing whether I am ex- 
hausted? I think not. If I am exhausted, and say so, I may come 
to doubt what I have said. (I cannot be exhausted after only 
ten minutes’ walk.) So I walk on until I drop three minutes later, 
exclaiming ‘I was right, I was exhausted, after all it’s been a very 
steep hill.’ 

But what of my feeUngs towards you? There may be notluTig 
inside to ^vhich the expression of these feelings corresponds, as 
there is in the case of headaches, and nothing outside, as in the 
case of Everest. So the truth is not, in this sense of ‘correspon- 
dence’ between my statement and a separate entity or state check- 
able. But if to be honest wc must say what we truly feel, and if 
we have no way of knowing what we truly feel, and nor has 
anyone else, ho\v can ^ve possibly be honest about it? And yet this 
is just what people are asking us to be all the time. We see again 
why honesty is a problem. 

But I said earlier that Ave could regard ‘coming to know what 
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Honesty and time 

When one says ‘I believe P’ one is not just saying ‘it is believed 
that P’, one is implicating a particular subject, namely oneself. 
And this subject is not a static entity, as I think many people 
have assumed. Not only is it extended in time, as for instance a 
table is extended, but time is an essential dimension for the very 
realization of the subject as the chanpng kind of entity it is. This 
is the point of saying that a person is a process. So, to the extent 
that we demand that a belief implicates its subject, it relates with 
greater or less coherence to an entity that changes and develops 
in time. And through that entity it is related to a ^vholc series 
of completed and prospective and merely possible belief — imply- 
ing actions and simple avowals- And yet we do not want to say 
that a person who changes his mind about P at tg was acting or 
speaking dishonestly at ti, or at least not on that ground alone, 
for we recognize the possibility of genuine changes of heart, re- 
consideration of issues and so on, even when the new belief is not 
based on new evidence. We recognize and often praise internal 
revolutions in thought.® 

And yet one of the obvious forms of binding oneself to the 
future - promising - is constituted by rules which deliberately try 
to prevent the person promising from changing his mind. It fol- 
lows that one should not promise too far into the future, or in 
cases \vhere one thinks one has rather shifting foundations for 
belief or commitment. However, because promising is not making 
a contract in the legal sense, because, that is to say, the promising 
relationship is still between human beings ^vho recognize and in 
the last resort must allow for people changing their minds, it 
does make sense to say that I sincerely promised that I would P 
now, but that I am not going to do it and that I do not believe I 
should. The promising bond can be outweighed by further con- 
siderations of the rightness of the action that one has promised to 
do. While, in general, it is important from a practical and a 
logical point of view that one’s attitudes towards actions do not 
change too easily, it remains true, I think, that all promised 
acts must be capable of being re-evaluated at the time of being 
carried out, for the person ^vho commits them is responsible for 
them then, and not when he promises to do them. 
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amount of time lapse is usually essential in order to decide if the 
utterance ^vas made sincerely, seriously, ^vith full knowledge, 
etc. And without that set of conditions being satisfied we have 
not established \vhether there is anything there to which wc might 
then, albeit in ‘bad faith’, hold a person. The stated belief must 
first attain the status of a genuine belief, and tliis requires time. 
Unless one accepts that some sense can be attached to honesty, 
one cannot even state one’s objection to honesty used as a >veapon 
to bind people to their avowals. And as the ascription of honesty 
involves an extended series (limited) of actions and other asser- 
tions, it follows that either we do away with honesty altogetlier, or 
accept that certain minimum periods of consistency are logically 
presupposed by any criticism of their extension. 

But while I am sure that consistency, at least where connec- 
tions are transparent, is a necessary condition of honesty, I am 
equally sure that it is not a sufficient condition. As long as it 
makes sense to say that a person is deceiving himself about a 
whole set of beliefs and attitudes, their consistency supplies no 
more proof of honesty than sincerity. But as we have relied so 
heavily on consistency so far wc will have to explore more deeply 
^vhat is involved in gross (ie. pervasive) dishonesty and self- 
deception. 

Dishonesty and self’-deceplion 

The immediate problem is that another person might be quite 
happy to deal with me, and even say that I was ‘honest’, so long 
as he could rely on my canying out certain promises, so long as 
my reactions to events and people were fairly predictable and 
so on. It is quite possible that my whole outer life, however, be 
radically denied by some inner revulsion or ‘disavowal’.^ Or 
alternatively, I might be leading a double public life - cynic and 
egoist in Paris in the spring, and philanthropist in New York in 
the summer. Within any period I w)uld seem perfectly consistent 
and yet we ^vould not want to say that such consistency was a 
sufficient condition of honesty; because one can never ignore the 
fact that honesty is someone’s honesty, and not just a property of 
the internal relations bet^veen a set of statements that he utters. 
So while inconsistency undermines the very possibility of honesty, 
this is not to say that consistency of presentation of certain atti- 
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such a judgment of an act as a pose, is not yet dear One ‘solu- 
non’ we will no\v deal with 


Honesty as an objective relation 

In claiming that one is not necessarily being honest just by saying 
what one sincerely believes to be true, even ^vhen one \vould also 
avow a iurther set of beliefs or feelings that follow from the first 
behef, I am saying that it may make sense to say that a person is 
systematically deceived about his feelings m this area, or his be- 
liefs about another person, or about his position in the world One 
way in which this might be demonstrated would be to show that 
there is some sense m which a person occupies a social position, 
or a position in a certain relationship, quite irrespective of what 
he says about the matter It is in such a way that Fingarettc (Self- 
Deception^ 1969) comes to understand self-deception It is for 
him a refusal to avow engagements in the world which one quite 
obviously (objectively) has He adds that there folloivs a failure 
to accept responsibility for the non avo^vcd engagements This 
would seem to supply just what we need, to establish dishonesty 
in the midst of coherent sincerity But there are serious draiv- 
backs Who decides ivhat engagements a person has'i* Not the per- 
son himself, ex kypotkesi Who, then^ An unbiased observer^ Or 
a person to whom he is related, such as his wife’ The clear 
assumption behind this account is that there are objective descrip- 
tions of a person’s situation and the responsibilities it carries, and 
of the beliefs that are appropnate to it Now, I think it cannot be 
doubted that there are cases in which this account does help us 
I am not m any sense the king of England, and to think that I 
am, to avow quite clear non engagements, would be a real mis 
take if not a case of self-deception But this is not yet interesting 
Tor ivhat is important about disavowal of engagements is the 
shedding of responsibility, the failure to identify oneself witli one’s 
engagements I may, for instance, refuse to consider the fact that 
political agitation on my part will bring disrepute upon my 
university But all I am domg is rejectmg ^vhat my engagement 
involves in die way of behaviour, attitudes Similarly, if I dis- 
avow the class-consciousness that I am told is appropriate to my 
position, I may well be prepared to deny that this consciousness 
IS appropnate, or that classes exist This may then be seen to be 
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be drawn from the various behaviours that make it up. And if wc 
make consistency into a necessary condition for honesty as, with 
provisos about time, we have done, it follo^v5 that the avotval 
of certain engagements may ipso facto rule out the possibility of 
honesty, far from helping to ensure it. People ^vith such sorts 
of engagements as, say, a novelist turned advertising executive, 
may be totally unable to ‘avow* their professional work, and ex- 
perience what is called role-distance. This final point is meant to 
draw off any remaining enthusiasm tliat there may be about the 
use of objective engagements as a way of finalizing a judgment of 
honesty or dishonesty. 


in 

In most discussions about self-deception there is assumed to be 
some need to postulate mechanisms whereby one hides from one- 
self what one knows in some deeper sense to be true. That is, there 
is some inner process within the person that, if uncovered, w’ould 
explain ho^v the person deceives himself. However, it does not 
seem necesary to posit any such mechanisms simply to understand 
^vhat self-deception is And indeed there is a positive advantage in 
not postulating such processes,* first, because they are bound to be 
speculative, but more importantly because this focuses too much 
attention on the acUve sense of self-deception, i e. taken as an act 
that must then have an agent and a further subject and so on, 
ivhich leads to all kinds of problems about the internal structure 
of selves. I think the answer to these dilemmas lies in looking at 
the social context of a person;but before 1 do this, I shall elaborate 
on the distinction between the active sense of self-deception, and 
the state of self-deception. 


Acts and contents 

I think it is important to separate tlie problem of ivhat goes on 
in self-deception, from the question as to ivhat are the contents 
about which we are deceived. ‘Self-deception* - the phrase - 
makes for ambiguity here (just as Berkeley’s use of ‘perception’). 
For we have not yet clearly distinguished ^vhether we are talking 
about the supposed act of deceiving oneself or whether ive are talk- 
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ing about being in a state of 

the latter is the real problem tliat P^P , jj of the 

have been concerned with, while “y ourselves. My reasons 
first, active formulation, i.e. how we de-ve 
for thinking this are . m one hereby a case of self- 

other person deceives us aboti ou . j problem one 

deception. In terms of the active ; /ed. But the 

is, if only implicitly, allowing on j deception. These 

cmcial point is that one is the fi is easier 

two aspects are not commo y though its theoretical 

to locate the deceivrog agent ,( ^natives, other people 

status may be suspect, when the <fy But others 

or a whole social situation, are which this does happen 

do often give us false self-imag^.^^ hospital, and in 

occur most frequently m rein'll interaction in ^vhIch 

some ordinary forms of » '^‘^rother false sel^ 
ordinary people confirm P ^ false impression of his 

images. The P^^titute may g^^^ f„„j.,ion; die man then suffers 

fSdtVrX despite the^S „d in tire 
It is also clear that P«p!® ,^ay that they always focus 

self as the content of deception, byjh^ peculiarly personal 

on cases in which a pet^®" , 5^,^^ <,1 relationship tha.t orie h^, 
and important things, e.g. lady’. Otherwise we simply c 

as in the case of Sartre s you g are not intereste m 

them mistakes, for if the . jf we were to P“S“ ^ 

the agency question at all. 8 might have to constni 

active interpretation of self-deception. The fnc«^nt 

certain mistakes under .uows I think, that ive a 

himself; but I think th^ F ^^luaon. in 

formulation and thus a diB"^ jl,at self-deception cons 

But what do we ^-0 X^.elf-image? I dnf„f“„.;^o Ve 

letters or conversauon, that 
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and ho^v we see particular relationships. What I want to argue 
is that this self-image consists almost entirely in how ^ve {a) believe 
and (6) vvkh others to see us. It is a way of looking at ourselves 
as objects, though in case (a) not entirely objectively. And the 
way others see us is a funcdon of the types of relationships we 
have %vith them. Now while there are more standard ways of look- 
ing at rdationships, the revealing way from my point of view is 
to look at them in terms of levels. Not only can we speak of 
different relationships being conducted >vith different degrees of 
explicitness, but of different levels of explicitness within re- 
lationships, at different times and at the same time. To explain 
the latter, an example : if a man. argues about some personal issue 
^\dth another man who has power over him, such as his employer 
or his father, it is important that he recogniaes, at least covertly, 
that there are certain limits over which he must not step- The 
argument may appear to be between equals. An innocent observer 
may tlunk that the employer or father has ‘won’, whereas he has 
only won because there ^vc^c certain things that the other could 
not say for fear of destroying the relationship. What is actually 
done and said, we may call the explicit level, and what was not 
permissible, but which could have been said, we will call an im- 
plicit level, or indicating an implicit level, for there may be more 
to it. And these relationships we will call stratified. We should not 
assume from this example that all stratified relationships are 
ones in winch there is dorranance. In friendships there may be 
things systematically unsaid, which may not even be consciously 
knorvn to the comrades, and the sdence may be essential for the 
maintenance of the relationship, quite apart from dominance. In 
pasting we might note that Freud’s id/ego/super-ego model 
smacks very strongly of an internalization of a social dominance 
relationship. And if there are other forms, as I hinted at the 
beginning, they may prove even more useful in understanding self- 
deception. I think that there are others and that they can gener- 
ally be expressed under the title ‘game’, of rvhich dominance is 
only an example. 


Applications of the active f state distinction 

A mental hospital patient thinks that he is Napoleon (erroneously). 
This we agree is a clear case of self-deception. It is a case of de- 
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ception about himself Instead of saying that he deceives hinrf 
-C active formulation -we simply say that ^elMeception d^- 
enbes his state of having an incorrect self-image Now P 
lems of the ‘objective interpretation of honesty 
earlier are overcome While the man may be quite sincere n 
his claims It IS simply a matter of the meaning of words, or in 
L case mference, Aat allmvs us to say 
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able factors, and we say th a„Dlvmg the same criteria to 
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This solution reminds one ^trumpet, Aat noble 

about all musical instruments P . j that a person, having 
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insight into his own motive, believing somethmg 
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And yet our f^quent cli^ pnvileg^ access has very 

excuses, show that Ais o made sunilar points Very 

great defects Ryle, of descnptions are based 

Lny of our mterpersonal ^ P ,ndude our 

on behavioural ' "er etc) and so the entena are 
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what self deception “f -ppiymg words to ourseh^ that 

understanAng of mSimnis, while varying these to 

have perfectly =‘d«iu''m that can be given to 

suit our own ends It ^ ^^t it makes sense to say 

someone who utterly refuses to 



218 David Wood 

that he is deceiving himself on the grounds that we would have 
to kno^v, to be able to say, more about him than he does himself, 
which he would rule out a priori. We say that ho^veve^ much 
he knotvs about himself, to describe himself in a way that he 
would not describe others sharing the same objective features, is 
to have an incorrect self-image. And if we ask ^vhy he makes this 
mistake, tve must admit the paradoxical result that he treats him- 
self (as he has come to see himself) as he ^vould others 
^vhom he sees in that way. This is why he cannot see that he is a 
co^^'ard, for he ^s’ould not approve of another coward. It is this 
consistency on the level of concepts that marks out the rational 
man, ^vho alone needs to be dishonest in order to retain his 
spurious consistency’. Self-deception then is a failure, a failure 
to see onesdf as one tsould see others, or as others see one. Of 
course, this does not rule out the possibility of falsely believing 
that someone is deceiving themselves. For when I spoke of criteria 
earlier, I tvas only using shorthand. We must still admit that con- 
cepts like co\vardice, disUke, aloofness and so on, arc rather loose. 
But this is not to say that we can never judge. The borders may 
be vague tvithout the centrally opposed paradigms being indis- 
tinguishable. 

It seems that ^ve have avoided problems associated with theo- 
retical imposition that I found in the ‘objective theory of 
honesty’, because here we arc only appealing to the meanings 
of words. We are taking seriously the idea of a double standard. 
But this notion is itself ambiguous. A person may simply describe 
himself in a different way from other people. Not only, let us 
imagine, docs he refuse in some situation to be called a cotvard, 
he refuses the description on any occasion. It is simply not accept- 
able to him. I am not thinking of payple from other cultures, 
' though they might provide useful examples, but of people ^vho 
simply construct and order thrir lives according to quite different 
ideas. Are these people deceiving themselves, or are they in a 
state of self-deception? They may, consistently, refuse to use 
these concepts, except in quotes, to describe others too. But we 
are going to give entirely variant descriptions of their actions. 
They have not, hotvever, im’alidated the theory of the double 
standard, although they arc applying quite the same standards 
to thdr own and to others’ bdiaviour. By this example tve have 
separated the otheiAvise identical criteria that : 



Honesty 219 

(a) a person should apply the standards he applies to others to 

pet^on should apply to himself the standards others apply 

It should be noted that tliis conjecture does 
problems associated rvith the diversions 

as the man otherrvise speaks Englbh, and hrs know- 

in the field of personal description arc parasi , par- 
ledge of English. There may be further cmpin 
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want to doubt that we \vould say that t is ma certainly 

self or Jo ?ibr»nt himself. 
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fellow men, from which they alone are em _ make sense to 
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IV 
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that he is deceiving himself on tlic grounds that wc would have 
to know, to be able to say, more about him than he docs himself, 
■which he would rule out a priori. Wc say that however much 
he knows about himself, to describe himself in a way tliat he 
■ivould not describe others sharing the same objective features, is 
to have an incorrect self-image. And if wc ask why he makes this 
mistake, we must admit the paradoxical result that he treats him- 
self (as he has come to see himself) as he tvould others 
whom he sees in that way. This is why he cannot sec that he is a 
coward, for he would not approve of another coward. It is this 
consistency on the level of concepts that marks out the rational 
man, ^vho alone needs to be dishonest in order to retain his 
spurious consistency. Self-deception then is a failure, a failure 
to sec ontaelE as one would sec others, or as others sec one. Of 
course, this does not rule out the posribility of falsely believing 
that someone is deceiving themselves. For when I spoke of criteria 
earlier, I was only using shorthand. We must still admit that con- 
cepts like cowardice, dislike, aloofness and so on, arc rather loose. 
But this is not to say that wc can never judge. The borders may 
be vague without the centrally opposed paradigms being indis- 
tinguishable. 

It seems that we have avoided problems associated %vith theo- 
retical imposition that I found in the ‘objective theory of 
honesty’, because here wc arc only appealing to the meanings 
of words. We are taking seriously the idea of a double standard. 
But this notion is itself ambiguous. A person may simply describe 
himself in a different way from other people. Not only, let us 
imagine, does he refuse in some situation to be called a coward, 
he refuses the description on any occasion. It is simply not accept- 
able to him. I am not thinking of people from otlier cultures^ 
though they might provide useful examples, but of people who 
simply construct and order their lives accordmg to quite different 
ideas. Are these people deceiving themselves, or are they in a 
state of self-deception? They may, consistently, refuse to use 
these concepts, except in quotes, to describe others too. But we 
are going to give entirely variant descriptions of their actions. 
They have not, however, invalidated the theory of the double 
standard, although they are applying quite the same standards 
to their own and to others’ be^viour. By this example we have 
separated the otherwise identical criteria that ; 
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However, it seems that wc “ ^“mcmTof'the'contradiction 

on the faets, if we understood that the ‘.p^p^ty’ of the 

are difTerent in kind. One is sincere y » judgment that 

believer; the other is not held ^ judgment is 

another makes. As far as the bche beliefs, but we could 

potentially available to him as a belie > jj available to 

say that it was non-conscious, egging just this judgment on 

him in the sense that he is P j^^ugnizes this sense of non- 

others. Freud {The Ego and the 1 , p. ) . . unconsciousness, 

conscious, but requires, he thin^a sen proceedings of the Aristote- 

9 Gardiner (‘Error. Faith and Selt-D“'P ■“ > ■ ^his, claiming that 

lion Society, April 1970) criticizes ® able of deceiving 

there are many other things about w i . ^be examples he 

ourselves than simply our character or misconception about his 

gives to back up this claim, e.g. a ^ arc all about 

chances of success, simply fail to ma -e just ‘misappre- 

projects with which a person is mten y ],j confronting him . 

hensions concerning how thm^ stan Nothingness, trans, Barnes, 

10 Compare Sartre’s paederast (Being and Noini g 

T f •.# .i 10CC «« allow 
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Compare Sartre’s paederast [Det g 

London, Methuen, 1966, pp. 6^* according to rules that allow 

By a game I mean a “^"'f.ible roles in order that some 

the players to adopt distinct, but P , maintained, 

independently desirable socially b Standpoint of a Social 

12 G. i Mead, Mind, Self 1934. P 155. etc. 

Behaoiorist, ed. Charles W. Moms, Chicago, 
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fTrrtr he is decching himself on the grounds that ■we ould have 
to kno^’.*, to be able to say, more about him than he does himself, 
\i-f )trh he \vou!d rule out a priori. We say that ho%ve\'cr much 
he kno^%‘s about himself, to describe himself in a %s’ay that he 
^vould not describe others sharing the same objective features, is 
to ha\e an incorroi self-image. And if \^,c ask \%hy he makes this 
mistake, ^ve must admit the paradoxical result that he treats him- 
self (as he has come to sec himself) as he would others 
^%■hom he sees in that ^s*ay. This is why he cannot sec that he is a 
emsard, for he wxvuld not approve of another co\\‘arcL It is this 
consistency on the Icxd of concepts that marks out the rational 
man, v.bo alone nectis to be dhhonest in order to retain his 
spurions consistenc}'. Self-deaj>don then is a ftrihirSf a f^ure 
to see onesdf as one ^rould sec others, or as others see one. Of 
tbls does not rule out the posabilitx' of falsely bdie\'Tng 
that someone is decd\*mg themselves. For when I spoke of criteria 
carher, I was only using shorthand. \S’c must sdll admit that con- 
cepts l^c ans'ardice, di^hlr, aloofness and so on, arc rather loc^. 
Bm this is not to say that we can never judge. The borders may 
>'ague ^Mthout the centraHv opposed paradisms being indi^ 
tmgmahable. 

It that tve have aroided proHems asociated tdlh theo- 
retical imposition that I found in the ‘objective theory' of 
nrasst> , because here we arc onlv appealing to the meanings 
of w(^. ^Vc arc taldng serioudv the idea of a double standard, 
hut ihu nouon is itself ambiguoik A person mav simph* describe 
remself m a different -way from other people. *Not only, let us 
magme, doe he rduse in some situation to be called a’coward, 
5^*^ description on any occasion. It is simplv not aixept- 

^ ? 7^ I am not thinkii^ of people from other cultures, 
though the>* might prerdde useful examples, but of people Avho 
^^p.v ronstruct and order their lives according to quite diffffcn^ 
* j. people da:a\Tiig themsd\es, or are thev' in a 

'7 ^ ' -deception? The%* may, consistc^y, refuse to u^ 

esc roncepis, except in quotes, to describe others too. But me 
^ §r.e entirely \’ariant descriptions of their actions. 
^ l^"ever, uwalidatcd the theory' of the double 

dard, although they are appljing quite the same standards 
eir c.^n and to others’ beha\Tour. By thl; example ■w'C ba\'e 
reparated the othen^ise identical ciiteria that : 
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(a) a pcRon should apply the standards he applies to others to 

“a person should apply to himself the standards others apply 

‘°It™hould be noted that this conjecture does not 
problems associated rviUi the diversions 

L the man otherwise speaks Engl^h, and taow- 

in the field of personal ^ ^ problems, par- 

ledge of English. There may be further ‘:^P “ P ^ are 

ticularly in the field of P™* "“rnTn is of the 

not at issue here. We will assume , concepts and 

divergences between his own pe people do not so 

those of othem. so that relat.onsh.ps “feases. I just 

much deedve him as are Jj^’man is deceivmg him- 

want to doubt that we would say rAfhile we could certaiiily 

say this, we would I think w 5 ^ . minimal 

usage too far. for the man i- mle W 

and sufficient requirement for desenbed 

above. We might note in passmg . i ^ n that is common to 
is in the typical smte of people who would 
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formulate general theories o a emancipated. But while 
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they may be tvrong XlonnXut themselves. But inKifar 
claim that they are not wrong relationships wth 

we are entering into or are >nvol 'XeT4ig himseU. But can 
him, we may well say -jl, his self-assessment? 

we mean more than we disagree 


Games and social rclationsh.ps ^ characteristic of self- 

We have tentatively ^‘'f .. y apply different standards of 

deception is at least *= ^.luy to ppy ^ pan a 

jud^ent to oneself and to othem ^^^^^cs? 

person fail to judge mmive. Not liking to associate with, 

Ld it easy m 
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that he is deceiving himself on the grounds tliat we would have 
to kno^v, to be able to say, more about him than he does himself, 
^vhich he would rule out a priori. We say that ho^vever much 
he knows about Imnself, to describe himself in a way that he 
would not describe others sharing the same objective features, is 
to have an incorrect self-image. And if ^vc ask \vhy he makes this 
mistake, we must admit the paradoxical result that he treats him- 
self (as he has come to see himself) as he ^vould others 
whom he sees in that ^vay. This is why he cannot see that he is a 
coward, for he would not approve of another co\vard. It is this 
consistency on the level of concepts that marks out the rational 
man, ^vho alone needs to be dishonest in order to retain his 
spunous consistency. Self-deception then is a failure, a failure 
to see onwelf as one would sec others, or as others see one. Of 
course, this does not rule out the possibility of falsely believing 
that someone is deceiving themselves. For when I spoke of criteria 
sho»^and. We must stiH admit that con- 
Z “d » o”. rather loose, 

hf vamii. ° never judge. The borders may 

tinguSiable! opposed paradigms being indis- 

redcar.wr,- associated tvith theo- 

hon^v'T/a \ ^ ‘‘’bjective theory of 

But this notion *. 't I f ^ ^he idea of a double standard. 

hbL^inTSifferem ^ Potson may simply describe 

bTeUte does hfX™'' P'=°P‘'=- Not only, let us 

hemfus;sthedescrip&n~Sc"lT 

able to him. I am not thinw/e It is simply not accept- 

though they might provide useful exSs but of"' "f T’ 
simply construct and order their lives acmrriin f ^ 
ideas. Are these people decawlrr^^ ® 

^e of self-deception? They may, 001 ^^^, SuSTo“usf 
these concepts, except in quotes, to describe othm ta, But 
are gomg to give entirely variant descriptions of ** Tcfem 
They have not, however, invalidated the theory of fa n m ’ 
standard, although they are applying quite ^ 

to their own and to others’ behaviour. By this exailfnl 
separated the otherwise identical criteria that : P ^ ™ have 
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tion that others give of him, claiming that his soeial aetions are 

not representative in some way. r.n'Kihilitv of a person’s 

Now we have already othe^. The 

having his interpretations which ^ found to 

sole remaining possible fom o se 

be that of applying double-standards. Fo^ toe 

astinguished above both ^(aifong the validity of 

construct, oue-Wo-to^. -^^I^J^^time one judges other 
oneself-as-a-subject, and y _ claims, erroneous ivay 

people in the same superficial, an ^ 

?hat one is being judged, then und only then do 
of self-deception, i.e. real deceptmn of others, oneis 

on which one preserves on there are no criteria of a 

not willing to extend. This me^ ttat Acre ^ 

true, subjective self-image at ^ J „f oneseU m 

only other alternative, ones extend one’s attitude to 

this totally isolated way, unprepared to 

others, is simply a gross fusion. ‘problems’. One is 

But we are immediately pr himself as a special 

the problem of relating to ,o himself as he apph^ 

case, refusing to apply the s^ relating to someone who, while 
to others. And the other ^ that of others, diverges in 

he applies the same s^ndu^ds generally or 

his application of these standar* fromjn.^^ , P^er may be the 
has altogether different ^mndard^ of a 

most disconcerting, it is th V d^rre is no self 

dishonest relationship unh on to ones 

deception to be ^ei^ that relationships ivith 

relationships ivith °toeis^It simply m o 

such a peion are very d^cult ^ut usu of just 

dishonest, involvmg ison as ’stmnge’. 

the divergences that mark out me p 

Conclusion relationship, I 

After sketching what I "{fli^^Jd^ritonesty m time, truth and 
proceeded to discuss me f^pUcit, if not .always explicit 

Llf-dcccption. As it has b“" ^ . Ue not unimport-ant, arc not 

::ntcn,ion diat b-S -d d“«^ I ,.„,e tried to show 

problematic in the way mat sen 
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can he avoid seeing the truth, in situations not complicated by 
the idiosyncratic conceptual scheme of our last example? How 
can he find himself not to be a co\vard or, more often, not find 
himself to be a coward (the different position of the negation is 
important) while finding another in an identical position to be 
one? We must now recall ^vhat we said about stratified relation- 
ships These are relationships in which there is more than one level 
of contact between people. There is the explicit level, which is 
shared by each participant, and there are other levels of which 
one or other or both the participants may be ^vell aware, but 
which cannot enter into the relationship, though they may well 
in fact guide its course. But this must mean that each partner can 
see himself in two %vays, as the actor constituted according to 
the explicit rules, and as a subject aware, or capable of being 
aware, of the point of the relationship, or of at least the degree 
to which the relationship is a game.“ And just as one can see 
oneself m these two ways when actually in some particular re- 
lationship, so one may be able to sec oneself thus on reflection on 
a certain relationship And if we allow that a person is capable 
of generalizing the notion of his relationships \vith other 
people, he may come to draw a distinction between him- 
self as a subject and himself in relationship with what Mead” 
calls the ‘generalized other’. He can sec himself as an object for 
others. 

What happens \vhen there is a clear dissonance between these 
tivo self-images? Usually, I think, we say that a person is self- 
deceived, is deceived about himself, when our judgment about 
him diverges from his oivn judgment about himself. This ivill 
be represented to him as a difference between himself as an 
object for others, and himself as what I have called a subject. 
Noiv it seems that there are two forms of self-deception possible. 
In the first case, he rejects the ascription others give him, while 
not being willing to ivithhold such descriptions to like others In 
the second case, he adheres to his sclf-as-constituted-by-others, 
denying what he really feels However, this rift in the heart of 
being has to be given expression for it to be imputable to a per- 
son, or for it even to be recognized by him. And the characteristic 
ivay in ivhich this is expressed is by dissociating oneself from 
some particular role one ts playing. But when one does this, the 
second case collapses into the first. The man rejects the descrip- 
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However, it seems that we could put a more revealing interpretation 
on the facts, if we understood that the two elements of the contradiction 
are different in Kind. One is sincerely believed, is the ‘property’ of the 
believer; the other is not held by him at all, but is the judgment that 
another makes. As far as the believer is concerned, this judgment is 
potentially available to him as a belief, as are all beliefs, but we could 
say that it was non-conscious, not unconscious at all. It is available to 
him in the sense that he is capable of passing just this judgment on 
others Freud [The Ego and the Id, p. 11) recognizes this sense of non- 
conscious, but requires, he thinks, a sense of ‘dynamic’ unconsciousness. 

9 Gardiner {‘Error, Faith and Self-Deception’, Proceedings of the Aristote- 
iian Society, April 1970) criticizes Butler for saying this, claiming that 
there are many other things about which we are capable of deceiving 
ourselves than simply our character or motives. But the examples he 
gives to back up Ais claim, c.g. a general’s misconception about his 
chances of success, simply fail to make the point, for they are all about 
projects with which a person is intensely involved — not just ‘misappre- 
hensions concerning how things stand in the world confronting him’. 

10 Compare Sartre’s paederast (Betng and Nothingness, trans, Barnes, 
London, Methuen, 1966, pp. 63-4. 

11 By a game I mean a relationship ordered according to rules that allow 
the players to adopt distinct, but compatible roles in order that some 
independently desirable socially defined relation be maintained. 

12 G. H. Mead, Mind, Self and Society from the Standpoint of a Social 
Behaviorist, ed. Charles W. Morris, Chicago, 1934, p 155, etc 
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how this arises in and through certain types of social relations, 
such as in the playing of roles and involvement in games. Vanous 
conceptual and logical considerations kd me to the conclusion 
that, while there arc many grounds for attnbuting dishonesty, it 
is not at all easy to see ^vhat would count as sufTicient criteria 
for honesty. In particular, we claimed tliat because of tlie possi- 
bility of gross personal illusion, sincerity and consistency could 
not, even when supplemented by the avoival of one’s ‘objective 
engagements, be regarded as sufficient grounds. But this was 
largely due to a person’s ability to fad to integrate his public self 
and his otvn view of himself. This, we said, was often due to an 
application of double standards of judgment. 

The particular form that this paper has taken has been designed 
to show the inseparability of the importance of honesty m personal 
relationships, and of understanding what honesty is all about. 
This mextricabiUty is the basb of my use of an individual’s social 
relationships as both the field in which honesty operates and, 
partially, the source of its definition. 

Notes 

1 I agree that some may find the denial of agency to be the best way out 

2 See Giovanni Giacomo Casanova, Memoirs {Elek, 1958) for examples of 
just such situations 

3 Apart from the documentation of these phenomena by R D Laing, an 
excellent dramatic example is found m Sartre’s Altona, full of evasions, 
'truths’ and defences m the family which is the subject of the play 

4 ‘Song of Myself’, verse 51 

5 This would seem to commit me to saying that courting is necessary for 
the discovery of love for another I think, however, that ‘love at first 
sight’ is possible, for reasons which arc rather complicated, but which 
centre on the significance of a person’s style 

6 I should stress that the kinds of beliefs I am thinking about are largely 
of the value, feeling, attitude kind, i c those in which we allow non- 
contradictory differences between people’s opinions and which are 
usually intimately related to the way the person sees himself and is seen 
by others 

7 See Fingarette on ‘Self-Dcception’ He uses this term frequently 

8 We can see m the consctous/unconscious distinction an attempt to 
account for the difference in availability between the elements of the 
contradiction which are said to constitute self-deception We believe one 
thing, X, consciously, and another, y, unconsciously The difference 
between x and y is thus an external difference, a question of their 
location m a mind 
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